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LEGISLATION RELATING TO SECOND WASHINGTON 
AIRPORT 


TUESDAY, JUNE 30, 1959 


Hovusr oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 
AERONAUTICS OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
INTERSTATE AND Forreran ComMERcE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 1333, 
New House Office Building, Hon. John Bell Williams presiding. 

Present: Representatives Williams, Springer, Bush, Jarman, and 
Derounian. 

Mr. Witttams. The committee will come to order, please. 

This morning the committee meets to hold hearings on three bills 
relating to aviation. These bills are H.R. 4329, to prohibit the razing 
of certain houses at the Chantilly Airport site; House Joint Resolu- 
tion 41, to designate the name of Chantilly Airport; and H.R. 2467, 
to reimburse movers from the Chantilly site. 

The three bills were introduced by our colleague across the river, 
Mr. Broyhill. 

Without objection, the bills, together with the agency reports, will 
be included in the record at this point. 

(The bills and reports are as follows:) 


[H.R. 4329, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To prohibit the immediate demolition of certain dwellings being acquired in connection with the 
Chantilly airport site, Virginia, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the frame and brick dwellings known respec- 
tively as Sully and Leeton, located on the former Sully Plantation near Chantilly 
in Fairfax County, Virginia, shall not be demolished for a period of two years 
after they are acquired by the United States through the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration for use in connection with the proposed Chantilly airport site. Dur- 
ing this period the Civil Aeronautics Administration may convey to public or 
private organizations of the State or locality, without cost, title to either or both 
of said dwellings and an easement in the immediate land upon which they are 
situated: Provided, That such conveyance or conveyances shall be upon the con- 
dition that the organization or organizations preserve, exhibit, and maintain said 
structure or structures for the use and benefit of the public. 





[H. J. RES. 41, 86th Cong. Ist Sess.] 


JOINT RESOLUTION To designate the airport being constructed at Chantilly, Virginia, pursuant to 
the Act of September 7, 1950, as the “Chantilly International Airport’”’ 


_ Whereas the international airport now under construction to serve the Na- 
tion’s Capital has not been named, and 
Whereas the site of the airport is rich in historical associations, and is well 


— - the name “Chantilly”, which it has borne since the days of the Revolu- 
ion, an 


1 
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Whereas it is manifestly desirable that the airport be so named that it will 
be confused with any other airport in the Washington metropolitan areg ait 

Whereas the name “Chantilly International Airport’ is distinctive, and his 
torically appropriate: Therefore be it . 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of Ameri 
in Congress assembled, That the airport now being constructed pursuant to the Ae 
entitled “An Act to authorize the construction, protection, operation, and mais 
tenance of a public airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia”, ap. 


proved September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 770), as amended, shall hereafter be know) 
and designated as the “Chantilly International Airport’. Any law, regulation 


map, document, record, or other paper of the United States in which such airport 
is referred to shall be held to refer to such airport by the name of “Chantiy 
International Airport’’. , 





[H.R, 2467, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act of September 7, 1950, to authorize the Secretary of Commerce to reimbuny 
owners and tenants of lands acquired for Chantilly Airport for their moving expenses 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 3 of the Act entitled “An Act to autho. 
ize the construction, protection, operation, and maintenance of a public airport 
in or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia”, approved September 7, {9% 
(64 Stat. 770), is amended (1) by inserting “(a)’’ immediately after “Sxe¢, 3”. 
and (2) by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

‘“‘(b) The Secretary is authorized, to the extent administratively determing) 
to be fair and reasonable, under regulations prescribed by him, to reimburse the 
owners and tenants of land heretofore or hereafter acquired in connection with 
the airport at Chantilly, in Fairfax County, Virginia, for expenses and other loages 
and damages incurred by such owners and tenants, respectively, in the process and 
as a direct result of the moving of themselves and their families and possessions 
because of such acquisition of land, which reimbursement shall be in addition to 
but not in duplication of, any payments in respect of such acquisition as may other. 
wise be authorized by law. The total of such reimbursement to the owners and 
tenants of any parcel of land shall in no event exceed 25 per centum of the fair 
value of such parcel of land as determined by the Secretary. No payment in 
reimbursement shall be made unless application therefor, supported by an itemized 
statement of the expenses, losses, and damages so incurred, shall have been sub- 
mitted to the Secretary within one year following the date of such acquisition, 
The authority conferred by this subsection shall be delegated by the Secretary to 
such responsible officers or employees as he may determine. All functions per- 
formed under this subsection shall be exempt from the operation of the Adminis 
trative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 1001-1011), except section 3 thereof (5 U.S.C. 
1002).” 


GOVERNMENT OF THE District oF COLUMBIA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Washington, D.C., May 18, 1959. 
Hon. OrEN Harris, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, U.S. House of Repre 
sentatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Harris: The Commissioners of the District of Columbia have 
for report House Joint Resolution 41, a joint resolution to designate the airport 
being constructed at Chantilly, Va., pursuant to the act'of September 7, 1950, 3 
the ‘‘Chantilly International Airport.” 

The Commissioners have no objection to the bill. 

The Commissioners have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that 
there is no objection on the part of that office to the submission of this report 
the Congress. 

Yours very sincerely, 
Rospert E. McLavucGatin, 
President, Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia. 
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FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., June 10, 1959. 
Hon. OREN Harris, i ee ; 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of February 9, 1959, 
requesting the views of this Agency on H.R. 2467, a bill to amend the act of 
September 7, 1950, to authorize the Secretary of Commerce to reimburse Owners 
and tenants of lands acquired for ¢ hantilly Airport for their moving expenses. 

The proposal would amend section 3 of the Second Washington Airport Act 
(64 Stat. 770), approved September 7, 1950, to reimburse owners and tenants of 
jand acquired for the ¢ hantilly Airport site for their moving expenses. 

The Federal Aviation Agency is opposed to H.R. 2467 in its present form 
because it is in the nature of special legislation. This Agency believes that such 
authority, if granted, should be made generally applicable and not be limited 
to land acquisitions for a particular project. Such limitations discriminate 
against owners and tenants of land acquired by this Agency for other purposes. 

The Federal Aviation Agency would, however, favor H.R. 2467 if it were 
amended to make the authority provided therein generally applicable. Such 
authority is now afforded to the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
by Public Law 534, 82d Congress (66 Stat. 624) and to the Secretary of the 
Interior by Public Law 433, 85th Congress (72 Stat. 152). 

It is noted that the proposal makes reference to the Secretary of Commerce. 
The authority of the Secretary of Commerce with respect to civil aviation has 
been transferred to the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency by the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958. It is recommended, therefore, that the phrase 
“Secretary of Commerce’? and the word “Secretary” be substituted by the 
phrase “Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency” and the word “Ad- 
ministrator,’’ respectively, wherever such words appear in H.R. 2467. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it interposes no objection to the 
submission of this letter to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
James T. Pye, Deputy 
(For E. R. Quesada, Administrator). 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., May 20, 1959. 
Hon. OREN Harris, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CuairMan: This is in response to your request for a report on 
H.R. 2467, a bill to amend the act of September 7, 1950, to authorize the Secretary 
of Commerce to reimburse owners and tenants of lands aequired for Chantilly 
Airport for their moving expenses. 

The Bureau of the Budget concurs in reports which the Department of Com- 
merce and the Federal Aviation Agency are submitting to you committee. These 
reports oppose the bill on the ground that it is special legislation to cover a con- 
dition existing only in a particular locality even though consistent treatment 
should be available when the same conditions arise in other localities. We agree 
with the position taken in these reports that, if authority to reimburse dispossessed 
owners and tenants is to be provided, it should be made generally applicable. 
When it is necessary for the Government to take property for public use, thus 
making it necessary for the owners to move, we believe the same kind of treatment 
and allowances should be provided, regardless of where the property may be 
located, or what kind of Federal project may be involved. 

We would have no objection to a grant of authority similar to that afforded to 
the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force and to the Secretary of the 
Interior (Public Law 534, 82d Cong., and Public Law 433, 85th Cong.), whieh 
would provide similar authority on a governmentwide basis. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puitur §. Hueues, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JustTICcE, 
OFFICE OF TRE Deputy ATTORNEY GENERAL 
Washington, D.C., June 29 1959 
Hon. Oren Harris, se 
Chairman, Commiitee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Cuarrman: This is in response to your request for the views of th 
Department of Justice on the bill (H.R. 2467) to amend the act of September f 
1950, to authorize the Secretary of Commerce to reimburse owners and tenant, 
of lands acquired for Chantilly Airport for their moving expenses. 

The bill would amend the act of September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 770), which pro- 
vided for the Chantilly Airport, by authorizing the Secretary of Commeree to 
reimburse the owners and tenants of land acquired or hereafter acquired in gp, 
nection with the airport ‘for expenses and other losses and damages incurred by 
such owners and tenants, respectively, in the process and as a direct result of the 
moving of themselves and their families and possessions because of such acquis. 
tion.”” The total of such reimbursement is not to exceed 25 percent of the “fain 
value”’ of any “‘parcel of land as determined by the Secretary,” which is to be in 
addition to but not in duplication of any payments in respect of an acquisition 
may otherwise be authorized by law. 

All the land for this project is being acquired by condemnation. With the 
exception of one tract title to the 242 tracts included in the Chantilly Airport 
has now vested in the Government. 

Moving expenses are not (with minor exceptions not applicable to this project) 
a part of the ‘‘just compensation” which is the subject of judicial ascertainment 


| 


in a condemnation case. And there is no statutory authorization applicable ty | 


this project for the payment of moving expenses in addition to ‘“‘just compensation,” 

While the language varies slightly, the provisions of the bill are substantially 
similar to certain existing laws applicable to land acquisitions by the three military 
departments, act of September 28, 1951 (65 Stat. 336); act of July 14, 197 
(66 Stat. 606), and by the Department of the Interior, act of May 29, 1958 (72 
Stat. 152). There is a similar provision for ‘relocation payments’’ made by the 
act of July 12, 1952 (71 Stat. 300), in connection with urban renewal projects, but 
the maximum payments thereunder are limited by particular dollar amounts 
instead of percentages of the value of the parcels involved. 

Notwithstanding the availability of moving expense payments to reimburse 
owners and tenants in certain categories of Government land acquisitions under 
the existing laws above mentioned, there are still large numbers of Government 
land acquisition projects as to which such provisions have not been made 
applicable. 

In these circumstances, while the Department of Justice does not oppose the 
enactment of this bill, the soundness of a piecemeal approach on a single project 
basis is questioned. Instead, it is suggested that it might be preferable for the 
Congress to consider general legislation which would make uniform the allowance 
of limited moving expense reimbursement payments in connection with all Federal 
land acquisition programs. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
LAWRENCE E. Watsu, Deputy Attorney General. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, February 12, 1959. 
Hon. OrEN Harris, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CuarrRMANn: Your letter of February 9, 1959, requests our comments 
on H.R. 2467, which would authorize the Secretary of Commerce to reimbure 
owners and tenants of lands acquired for Chantilly Airport for their moving 
expenses. 

We have no information regarding the desirability or necessity for theproposed 
legislation, which is identical to H.R. 12772 of the 85th Congress. Inasmuchas 
the bill does not affect the functions of our Office, and since the question as 
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whether the owners and tenants of the land, acquired for the airport, should be 
reimbursed expenses Or losses incurred in moving from the land, is a matter of 
policy for the Congress to decide, we make no recommendations regarding the 
merits of the bill. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 





THe SEcRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C., May 26, 1959. 
on. OREN Harris A> 
abicon, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CuarrMaNn: This is in reply to your letter of February 9, 1959, re- 
uesting the views of the Department on H.R. 2467, a bill to amend the act of 
ptember 7, 1950, to authorize the Secretary of Commerce to reimburse owners 
and tenants of lands acquired for Chantilly Airport for their moving expenses. 

It should be noted that the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, section 1402(g), 
amended the act of September 7, 1950, so as to relieve the Secretary of Commerce 
from authority under the latter act and to substitute therefor the Administrator 
of the Federal Aviation Agency. 

The Department of Commerce is opposed to the subject proposal in its present 
form because it is in the nature of special legislation. This Department believes 
that such authority, if granted, should be made generally applicable and not be 
limited to land acquisitions for a particular project. 

The Department would have no objection to a grant of authority similar to that 
afforded to the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force under Public Law 
534, 82d Congress, approved July 14, 1952 (66 Stat. 624), and the Secretary of 
the Interior, under Public Law 433, 85th Congress, approved May 29, 1958 
(72 Stat. 152). 

These acts provide general authority of the type sought for by H.R. 2467. The 
Department of Commerce, therefore, would be in favor of H.R. 2467 if it were 
amended to make the authority provided therein generally applicable. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there would be no 
objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. H. MveE.uer, 
Under Secretary of Commerce. 


FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., May 22, 1959. 
Hon. OrEN Harris, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Cuarrman: This is in reply to your request of February 16, 1959, 
for a report on H.R. 4329, a bill to prohibit the immediate demolition of certain 
buildings being acquired in connection with the Chantilly Airport site, Virginia, 
and for other purposes. 

This bill would prohibit the demolition, within a period of 2 years after they 
are acquired by the United States, of the Sully and Leeton dwellings, located 
on the former Sully Plantation near Chantilly, Fairfax County, Va., so as to 
afford an opportunity to public or private organizations interested in preserving 
historic sites to acquire such buildings for the use and benefit of the public. 

On February 26, 1959, representatives of the Federal Aviation Agency, Fairfax 
County officials, individuals interested in the preservation of historic sites in 
Virginia, and Representative Broyhill met for the purpose of discussing this 
proposed legislation. At this meeting it was indicated by those present, repre- 
senting Fairfax County and private organizations interested in preserving historic 
sites in Virginia, that the building known as Sully should be preserved as a historic 
site, and that the building known as Leeton, while not of sufficient historic value to 
justify preservation, does contain much material of historic value. As a result of 


43397—59——_2 
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these conclusions, the Federal Aviation Agency recommends that H.R. 4329 } 
amended as follows: ae 

That all the words after the enacting clause of the bill be deleted and that th 
following be substituted in lieu thereof: it. 

“That the frame and brick dwellings known respectively as Sully and ] 
located on the former Sully Plantation near Chantilly in Fairfax County, Virginig 
acquired by the United States pursuant to the Aci of September 7, 1950 (64 Stat 
770), shall not be demolished by any agency of the United States prior to Decembp 
31, 1959. Upon request therefor prior to December 31, 1959, the Administrator 
of the Federal Aviation Agency is authorized “a 

(a) to convey to any pubiic or private organization of the State of Vp. 
ginia, without cost, title to the buildings known as Sullv and to grant » 
easement for use of such land as the Administrator considers necessary fy 
maintenance of such buildings for historic purposes: Provided, That any syq 
conveyance and easement shall be conditioned upon ‘ae 

‘““(1) continued preservation, maintenance, and exhibition of 
buildings for historie purposes; 
(2) a covenant not to use the property as a place of public assembly 
(3) a covenant not to use the property for commercial purposes: and 
‘““(4) such other conditions as the Administrator considers necessary ty 
protect the interests of the United States; : 
and upon a provision that if such conditions are not complied with the title 
to such buildings shall revert to the United States and such easement shall 
terminate; and 

“(b) to grant a right to any applicant to which a conveyance is made 
pursuant to paragraph (a) hereof, without cost, to dismantle the buildings 
known as Leeton, and to salvage and remove any and all material considered 
by such grantee to have a historic value: Provided, That the grant of syeh 
right shall be conditioned upon an obligation of the grantee to remove aij 
material and structures, whether or not of historic value, from the land 
occupied by such buildings and to restore the land to a condition satisfactory 
to the Administrator, including, but not limited to, the removal of all debris 
and the filling of all wells and basement and septic tank excavations.” 

It has been determined that preservation of the property known as Sully, and 
salvaging of material from the property known as Leeton, if done in accordance 
with the limitations of the proposed amendment to the bill as indicated above, 
will not interfere with construction, maintenance, and operation of the airport. 
Accordingly, the Federal Aviation Agency would have no objection to the passage 
of legislation containing such limitations. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised it interposes no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to the House committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


zee ton, 


Suet 


JaMEs T. Pye, Deputy 
(For E. R. Quesada, Administrator), 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., March 18, 1959. 
Hon. OREN HARrRIs, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Harris: This will refer to your request for a report on H.R. 4329, 
a bill to prohibit the immediate demolition of certain dwellings being acquired in 
connection with the Chantilly Airport site, Virginia, and for other purposes. 

The purpose of the bill is to delay for 2 years the demolition of two buildings 
on property that was acquired by the Civil Aeronautics Administration for the 
proposed Chantilly Airport, and to authorize the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
to transfer the buildings to some agency for preservation in the interests of the 
public. 

The responsibility for carrying out the provisions of the bill is placed in another 
Federal agency, and the activities of this Department would not be affected. 
We, therefore, have no recommendations to offer with respect to the enactment 
of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
RocerR ERNST, | 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BuREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., May 21, 1959. 
EN HARRIS, 
anos, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com merce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Cuarrman: This is in reply to your letter of February 16, 1959, 

requesting the views of this office on H.R. 4329, a bill to prohibit the immediate 
demolition of certain dwellings being acquired in connection with the Chantilly 
Airport site, Virginia, and for other purposes. : 
" The Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency, in a letter to your committee 
on this bill, proposes substitute language which will assure that the desired 
objectives of H.R. 4329 will be achieved without interfering with the construction, 
maintenance, and operation of the airport. 

This Office would have no objection to the enactment of H.R. 4329 if it is 
amended to incorporate the language proposed by the Federal Aviation Agency. 

Sincerely yours, 
Priturp 8. Hvenes, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 

Mr. WiuuuiaMs. Mr. Broyhill, do you wish to take these bills up 

separately or would you like for your testimony to cover all three bills? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Broyuitit. Mr. Chairman, may I first of all, before I answer 
that question, express my thanks and appreciation to the committee 
for considering these three pieces of legislation as I am fully aware of 
the very heavy schedule of the committee. 

I should also like to express appreciation to the staff, the chief of 
the staff, Mr. Williamson, who has been most cooperative with me 
and my staff and the people involved. 

Now I believe, Mr. Chairman, all three pieces of legislation and 
certainly two of them will be noncontroversial, yet, I am mindful of 
what the chairman of the committee, Mr. Harris, stated when I 
called to his attention that they were pending before the committee 
and were noncontroversial. 

He said, “Joel, I have never known of any noncontroversial bills 
that didn’t turn out to be controversial.” 

I hope we can make an exception to the rule. Knowing that the 
committee does have a heavy schedule and there being many wit- 
nesses that wanted to testify on this legislation, I asked most of them 
if they would submit statements for the record and then confine the 
witnesses to one or two on each piece of legislation. 

Now in view of that, Mr. Chairman, would the committee prefer 
that we testify on all three at one time or separately? 

Mr. Witurams. As I look these over, I would think that the non- 
controversial matters that the gentleman refers to would be designat- 
ing the name of the airport and also the one which would prohibit 
the destruction of certain houses at the Chantilly site. As I under- 
stand both-—well, at least the second one comes with the recom- 
mendation of the agencies, all of the agencies, and the purpose of it is 
to preserve some historic landmarks; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Broyniti. That is correct. 

Mr. Wituiams. As far as the naming of it is concerned, of course, 
the committee might be glad to hear from you on that. I would 
suggest that you confine your testimony at the beginning to these 
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two noncontroversial bills and then let’s get that behind us and py. 
ceed to get into the one which is more or less controversial. Whether 
it is controversial, of course, may be seen, but it is a bit more complex 
as I understand the problem, than the other two. Isn’t that correc? 

Mr. Broyuitu. That is correct. The other, the third one, woul 
involve maybe legislation somewhat more national in scope. In yiew 
of that, Mr. Chairman, I had planned just to make a brief statemen; 
as far as the purpose of the legislation is concerned and then let the 
details of the legislation, particularly historical details, be giyey 
by others. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, would it be helpful to the committee or would 
the committee prefer that these other two witnesses come up and 
sit with me at this time? 

Mr. Wiuuiams. However you prefer it. 

Mr. Broyuiy, All right. Mrs. Eleanor Lee Templeman, who js 
the secretary of the Society of Lees of Virginia, who is quite a historian 
in her own right, and Mr. Fred Packard, the director of parks for 
Fairfax County Park Authority, and Mr. Charles Robinson, the 
chairman of the Fairfax County Park Authority. That is in respect 
to the bill H.R. 4329, to prohibit the immediate demolition of certain 
dwellings being acquired in connection with the Chantilly Airport 
site in Virginia. 

There are two historical dwellings now located on this proposed site 
for this proposed airport; namely, Sully and Leeton. I have here, 
Mr. Chairman, which the committee may be interested in, a map of 
the airport showing the location of the Sully residence. The Leeton 
residence is not marked on the map but 1s located approximately 
here. Sully is the one of more historical significance. It was con- 
structed in about 1794, and was the home of Richard Bland Lee, who 
was the brother of Light Horse Harry Lee. As you know, Harry Lee 
is the father of Robert E. Lee. 

Richard Bland Lee was the first Representative in the Congress 
from that congressional district, which is now my congressional 
district, so I rightly consider him as a predecessor. 

Mr. WitraMs. When you mention Robert E. Lee, you put at least 
one member of the committee in your pocket. 

Mr. Broyruitu. Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, it is of interest to 
probably all of the members of the committee and particularly those 
who have been confronted with the problem of home rule in Wash- 
ington, D.C. I stated that Richard Bland Lee was a Member of 
Congress. He served from 1788 until 1794. Now, he was defeated 
in 1794 because he entered into a vote-trading agreement with Alex- 
ander Hamilton where in order to get some votes to move the Capital 
to Washington I think he traded his vote on assumption, and Virginia 
didn’t care for that at the time, so it was the result of that trade that 
it was stated he lost the election in 1794. It makes some of us who 
are aware of that a little skeptical about fooling around with home 
rule for the Nation’s Capital today. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a statement I would like to submit for the 
record concerning the desirability of this legislation, and also a brief 
memorandum of the historical significance of these two residences. 

Mr. Wiuurams. That will be received for the record. 
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(The statement and memorandum are as follows:) 


THe PRESERVATION OF SULLY AND LEETON 


The purpose of H.R. 4329 is to make possible the preservation of Sully and 
Leeton, two Lee family mansions on the site of the Chantilly International 


Mh wo houses in Fairfax County were built by Richard Bland Lee, a brother 
of Light Horse Harry Lee and an uncle of Gen. Robert E. Lee. Leeton was 
built about 1812, and Sully was constructed about 30 years earlier. 

Richard Bland Lee was born on January 20, 1761, at the family homestead, 
Leesylvania, in Prince William County. At an early age he moved to Loudoun 
County, where he owned an estate inherited from his father. He represented 
Loudoun County in the house of delegates from 1784 to 1788 and again in 1796. 
As a member of the First Congress under the Constitution, he played a prominent 

art in the agreement by which Hamilton consented to give his support to the 
location of the Capital on the Potomac in return for the support of members of 
the Virginia delegation for the assumption of State debts by the Federal Gov- 

nt. 

gully, a frame structure, was built prior to Lee’s marriage in 1794 to Elizabeth 
Collins, of Philadelphia, the daughter of a wealthy Quaker. Lee served in Con- 

ess until 1795, when he retired to his farm. He later moved to Alexandria, 
where his house burned to the ground. He was so disturbed by that incident 
that he ordered that his next house should have walls so thick that, if there 
should be a fire, they would be left standing. As a result Leeton, constructed in 
1812 of Georgia brick, has walls 2 feet thick. 

In 1815 Lee moved to Washington where he held various offices under the 
Federal and District Governments. Leeton remained in the Lee family for some 
years, but during the Civil War it was owned by an abolitionist, After the war 
there was a succession of tenants. When the Union Army approached Sully, 
the commander discovered that he knew the owner and gave strict orders that 
it should not be disturbed. 

Sully and Leeton are vital links with our past. They serve and should con- 
tinue to-serve as reminders of the history and traditions of our Commonwealth 
and out Nation. Superhighways, housing developments, and public works of 
various kinds are devouring our countryside at an ever-increasing rate. Many 
historie homes and sites have been and are being sacrificed. Whenever it is 
possible, as in this case, action should be taken to prevent such wanton destruc- 
tion. Sully and Leeton are parts of a heritage which should be preserved in 
trust for our children. 





Sutty MEMORANDUM 


The earliest account we have of Sully comes from a trapper named Cain who 
spent the winter of 1706-07 trapping beaver on the stream that today bears his 
name. Although scouts had been through the area many times, Cain is probably 
the first white man to spend a winter here, the area still being under Indian 
control. His trappers stories must have been interesting for some time later 
“Captain” Henry Lee (1691-1747) wrote a letter repeating the descriptions Cain 
had given him of the land and the “poysen fields,” that is, land free from trees. 
Such land did not require the back-breaking task of removing the trees before 
planting a crop. 

Later, better informed persons decided the fields were not “‘poysen”’ at all, but 
that they had been burned over each year for so many years by the agriculturally 
minded Virginia Indians, that the trees were completely eliminated. Some of 
the early explorers wrote of “kine” grazing on the fields, which is probably why 
the Indians burned the fields each year. It is possible these “kine” were buffalo 
but it is more probable that they were semidomesticated elk or deer. 

Cain described his camp as a pole lodge on a southern slope with pear trees 
growing nearby and a fine spring at the foot of the slope, the site of an old Indian 
village. Such a site still exists just west of Sully on Cain’s Branch. One of the 
best springs in the area is at the foot of the southern slope, pear trees still grow 
there, and Indian heating stones are still found although many of them have been 
poss up in the 250 years since Cain wintered on this site. Flint chips from an 

ndian ‘‘arrowhead factory” are found in profusion. 
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Some years later, possibly in 1712 when “Captain’’ Henry | 
his 21st birthday, he took a grant from Lord Fairfax for a tract 
the watershed of Cain’s Branch and lying between Flat Lick 
Run, now Cub Run. 

This grant must have been invalid. Perhaps it was allowed to lapse when th 
Indians reinvaded the area. At any rate, ‘Captain’? Henry Lee took a grant - 
much the same land on January 25, 1725. (NN A 371, see also NN 4 44s) 
Lee later purchased additional parcels from the sons of Thomas Walker. 

“‘Captain’”’ Henry Lee did not live at Sully but in Westmoreland Count 
In the Lord Fairfax grant the name Sully was not used and the land was describe, 
as being in Stafford County, for this area was a part of Stafford at that tim 
“‘Captain” Henry Lee left Sully (still not called by that name) to his son Heat 
Lee of Leesylvania. Henry Lee of Leesylvania continued to live at Leesyly y 


£e had attaine) 
CNCOMpassing 1 

ae 1g all 
and Salisbury Plain 


ie ; Se ee ania, 
although it is probable he established “‘quarters’”’ in the vicinity of Sully as did 
other families who owned land in the area and who continued to live even further 


away than Leesylvania. 

Henry Lee of Leesylvania in his will (Prince William will book C, p, 37 
left ““my land in Loudoun” (Sully was then a part of Loudoun. It was finally 
returned to Fairfax in 1798.) to his sons Richard Bland and Theoderick.. Righgy 
Bland being the older of the two, was to have his choice of the half he wanted 
He chose the northern half which became the Sully plantation. 

In reading the will one can infer that Richard Bland Lee was, at the time g 
his father’s death, living on ‘‘the lands in Loudoun.’’ It seems he was in POSsessioy 
of some of the slaves left to him in his father’s willand he may have had these 
slaves at Sully at the time of his father’s death. Richard Bland Lee was 26 vegan 
old at that time. The will was probated at the October term of court 1787, “Thi 
will is of interest because Henry Lee of Leesylvania spelled phonetically and we 
can see that he spoke with a southern accent. He was of ‘“‘sound-mind” and good 
“‘memry” and left his ‘‘mention-house”’ to his widow. 

In 1788 Richard Bland Lee gave a ‘‘three-lives lease’ to Henson Lewis (Loudou 
Deed Book R, p. 316). The lease states that it is a part of the land left to him by 
his father and it is in Cameron Parish. One of the requirements of this lease 
is that a house of certain dimensions be built on the land within 7 years, The 
stone house in the yard at Sully today is such a house as might have been built 
in compliance with this ‘‘lease for lives.”” The best authorities however believe 
the stone house is a patent house. If so, its date of construction would be much 
earlier, say around 1730. It may have been the Lee’s ‘quarters’ house. “Garnet. 
ting” in the mortar is one of the features of this house shown in photos now in 
the Library of Congress. 

Richard Bland Lee represented Loudoun in the house of delegates so he must 
have lived somewhere in Loudoun and no place seems more likely than on his 
father’s lands. It is probable he had built the undocumented but well authenti- 
cated hewn-log house during his bachelor days at Sully and there is no doubt that 
this is the “honeymoon cottage” referred to by Liza Collins after her marriage to 

tichard Bland Lee in 1794. This house was quite spacious and definitely nota 
simple log cabin. 

Richard Bland Lee was northern Virginia’s first Representative in Congress, 
and its Representative when Congress met in Philadelphia. He greatly admired 
the city of Philadelphia and was much interested in the first turnpike in North 
America, the Lancaster Pike, and no less interested was he in Liza Collins, 
Quakeress, and the daughter of one of the leaders in Philadelphia in his day, who 
lived out on the Lancaster Pike. Therefore he saw no reason for moving the 
Federal Government seat to the shores of the Potomac when that matter came 
up in Congress. Nevertheless, Alexander Hamilton, Richard Bland Lee, another 
Virginian, and two Marylanders are credited by the Dictionary of American 
Biography with making the actual decision to move to the Potomac in a vote 
trading deal concerning Assumption. 

In 1794, Richard Bland Lee married Liza Collins, and brought her to the large 
hewn-log house, built in his bachelor days, which stood until 1870, some 300 
yards northeast of the present Sully house. 

Liza preserved a portion of a letter written by her father to her mother whil 
he was on a visit to Sully while the Lees were still living in “honeymoon cottage 
Liza probably preserved this part of her father’s letter because of the typical 
‘“‘Negro mammy”’ praise heaped on her by one of the old Negro women, Eve, and 
recorded by Mr. Collins. The reverse side of this letter is most interesting 0 
that it gives the dimensions of the new house then under construction and nearing 
completion. It is quoted below: 
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«ue * * They are obliged to go more than 3 miles to get sand to make mortar 
for the new house, which is nearly all done but the plastering and painting and 
the piazza across the front. It is a very clever house, has an elegant hall 12 feet 
wide and a handsome staircase and two very pretty rooms on the first floor. One 
is 19 by 20 feet and the other 20 by 17 feet. There is two large and one small 
chamber in the second story and one handsome and large chamber in the third or 
garret story, nearly square with a large window in the gable and another good 
lodging room besides. Indeed it is and will be a very neat handsome house 

“The kitchen is about. 60 feet from the house and is a finer one than is in a 
2) miles square, and it is, in faet, a kitchen and laundry with very handsome 
chimney with cranes in them. Indeed it is, properly speaking, a complete double 
kitchen or kitchen and washouse and on each end of the * * *. his is the end 
of the portion of the letter preserved. br mn 

The “double kitchen”’ still stands in very much its original condition at Sully. 
The “very handsome chimney with cranes in them” still attracts favorable com- 
ment today. The kitchen sink, chiseled out of one stone, is still intact although 
not in place today. et ; ad 

Further proof of the date of construction is contained in the Shippen papers in 
the Old Manuscripts Division of the Library of Congress. A portion of one of 
these letters is quoted in the “Lee Chronical’’. This letter is dated October 24, 
1797, from Thomas Lee Shippen to his father and is headed Sully. 

“This is the seat of Mr. R. B. Lee in Loudoun County, 27 miles from Alexandria, 
95 miles from Dumfries, and 50 miles from Fredericksburg. We arrived here 
vesterday from Leesburg before dinner and the great importunity of this delightful 
family has persuaded us to pass this day with them, when it promised to be like 
vesterday, a fine one. It has turned out a very bad one and it rained harder 
than I have seen it rain these many months. Happy travelers to have such a 
shelter from the storm. I would fain give you some idea of the elegance in which 
this kinsman has settled himself to make amends for the caprice of his fellow 
citizens * * *. The house is new, built by himself about 3 years ago, and lately 
furnished in Philadelphia with every article of silverplate, mahogany, Wilton 
earpeting, and glassware that can be conceived of that you will find in the very 
best furnished houses in Philadelphia, parlors and chambers completely equipped 
with every luxury as well as convenience. 

“Mr. Lee’s family is composed of his lady and son 3 months old. Portia and 
Cornelia Lee, who have made choice of him, as you may have heard, on the death 
of their Uncle Frank, as their guardian and the young Tuberville, who is a branch 
of our family.’’ (End of quotation from Shippen letter.) 

Portia and Cornelia Lee owned, and during the lifetime of their Uncle Frank 
lived at, Green Spring on the James River. Portia and Cornelia grew to young 
womanhood at Sully. Cornelia’s name and the date 1803 are still on a window- 
pane there. After her marriage, Portia lived in Alexandria and Cornelia spent 
a part of her time there with her older sister. Many letters from these two sisters 
to Mrs. Lee at Sully are still in existence and indicate that they still regarded Sully 
as their home. For instance, Cornelia writes Mrs. Lee “to send by the first 
passing, the pink ribbon in the left-hand drawer of the writing desk.’’ While 
many of these letters say they are ‘‘intended for Mrs. Lee’s eyes alone,”’ they 
make very interesting reading for anyone. Many of them tell of sickness and 
death, especially among the very young children, but there are many happy 
letters too. 

The Lee Society has more than 100 copies of letters te Mrs. Lee at Sully from 
the White House, Mount Vernon, Woodlawn, Hope Park, Ossian Hall, Ravens- 
worth, Arlington, Chantilly, Williamsburg, Green Spring, and other well-known 
homes, 

Liza Collins was a bridesmaid of Dolly Madison at her first marriage and a 
lifelong confidante and correspondent. In an exchange of letters between Mrs. 
Lee and Mrs. Madison when the Madisons were leaving the White House a the 
end of Mr. Madison’s term, the “seclusion of Sully’’ is mentioned, and Sully is 
secluded today as then. 

Richard Bland Lee was a leader in the building of the second turnpike in 
America, the Little River Pike, extending across Sully. Although not a resident 
there, he was one of the “12 gentlemen’’ who “set up’’ the town of Middleburg. 
He was a leader in the long continued but unsuccessful attempt to “erect’’ the 
county of Cameron out of lower Loudoun and upper Fairfax. Failing in the 
attempt to ‘‘erect’’ the county of Cameron, Mr. Lee was one of those who worked 
for the cutting off of lower Loudoun and joining it back to Fairfax again. This 
took Sully out of Loudoun and put it back in Fairfax County. The same bill 
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that provided for the transfer of so much of lower Loudoun to Fairfax, als 
vided for the setting up of Fairfax Courthouse in its present location on th The 

Sete ; € Little 
River Turnpike. 

Stone from Richard Bland Lee’s quarry on Aquia Creek was used in the build 
of the central part of the Capitol Building and in the White House. 4 g Dg 
amount of this Aquia Creek stone was used in Sully, and can be seen today 

General and Mrs. Washington were the godparents of Richard Bland Lee J 
born at Sully, and were guests at Sully at his christening. A lock of the general 
hair was given to the little child by Mrs. Washington and is still in the POssesgi . 
of descendants. "= 

The children of Richard Bland Lee and of Francis Lightfoot Lee, who died 
Sully, are still buried in the family burial plot there. The tombs . 

y, 4 ir : j p ne ne mobstones are no 
longer in place. They are believed to have been in the railroad cut acrogg Sull 
where they are said to have been thrown about 1880. y 

Bushrod Washington, of Mount Vernon, was principal attorney for Richard 
Bland Lee and drew many mortgages on Sully and other property. One i 
Fairfax deed book J—1, page 257, values the household and kitchen furniture _ 
goods at Sully at $1,600 and enumerates 32 slaves giving the skills of some of them 
as “George, a blacksmith, Thornton, a cook’”’ ete. One entertaining feature of this 
mortgage is that these slaves were mortgaged to the Reverend Maffatt of the 
Episcopal Church. Much of the furniture mentioned in this mortgage is stil] jy 
existence, some of it owned by descendants and may be available for refurnishin 
Sully as of yesteryear. Some of it would have to be purchased. Sully has beep 
fortunate here in that it has almost always been in good hands. ; 

During the years when Richard Bland Lee was making so many mortgages be 
was appointed sheriff of Fairfax County. It is probable the two small offices stil] 
at Sully were built then for his use. 

On February 1, 1811, Richard Bland Lee sold Sully (Fairfax deed book L-2p 
144) to his nephew Francis Lightfoot Lee, and as usual Bushrod Washington 
drew the deed. Francis Lightfoot Lee, son of Richard Henry Lee, was a graduate 
of Harvard and of Princeton, and was ore of the leading legal lights. Unfortu. 
nately, some 6 years later he was declared incompetent and Richard Bland Le 
was appointed his guardian. It appears he continued to live at Sully for many 
years although he is stated to be in Philadelphia, in at least one report. It 
appears that his family grew up at Sully. Many items in the records at Fairfax 
indicate this; “15 cents to Aunt Susie for knitting socks for the children,” for 
instance. 

For 20-odd years his guardians filed at Fairfax detailed inventories and accounts, 
From these one can get an accurate picture of life at Sully 140 years ago. In 
every inventory one pillowslip is mentioned, sometimes described as “one linen 
pillowslip’’, but never more and never less than “one’’. The number of bolster 
covers varied from year to year. Apparently this pillowslip was treasured too 
highly to be used. Some of the linen pillowslips used by Mrs. Richard Bland Lee 
are still in the hands of her descendants today. The much inventoried pillowslip 
may have been one given by ‘Mrs. Richard” to ‘Mrs. Francis’. 

Francis Lightfoot Lee’s oldest daughter brought an action in court which led on 
November 22, 1839, to the sale of Sully by the commissioners of Francis Lightfoot 
Lee. William Swartwout was the purchaser. 

Swartwout is said to have been a pirate and an admiral in the Texas navy and 
to have been arrested here, turned over to England, and there hanged as a pirate, 
The State archivist of Texas says there is no record of William Swartwout as an 
admiral in the Texas navy but that several members of the Swartwout family in 
New York were closely associated with land speculation schemes in east Texas in 
the 1830’s and 1840’s. 

A search of death records in Somerset House in London, records of hangings in 

several old courts, and the death notices in London papers of appropriate dates 
do not show the death of any Swartwout in England from hanging or other causes. 
The Home Office, the Foreign Office, and Scotland Yard records are not open to the 
oublic. 
In 1940 when insulation was being installed in the Sully roof, a pair of epaulettes 
were found behind a rafter. At first it was thought they might have belonged to 
the pirate, but authorities on naval insignia at the Smithsonian identified them as 
a type in use for a very brief period only, and this period did not fall within Swart 
wout’s ownership. It did fit in with Francis Lightfoot Lee’s son, Samuel Phillips 
Lee, who was born and raised at Sully. He had risen from an Annapolis eadet to 
admiral. It is probable he left them behind on one of his trips home. 
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Swartwout had no family but came to Sully from Mississippi with a great 
retinue of servants. He lived ir seclusion, and frequently made mysterious trips 
lasting for weeks or sometimes months. Death, whether from hanging or other- 
wise, ended his ownership after about 3 years. His commissioners sold Sully 
(Fairfax deed book K-3, p. 19) to Jacob Haight, a Quaker, also from Duchess 
County, N.Y., where Sully had been advertised by the commissioners. 

The Sully house and a part of the land became a wedding present to one of the 
Haight girls, Maria, when she married James P. Barlow (Fairfax deed book K-4, p. 
462). Jacob Haight had built another house on a part of Sully in which he then 
nad order from General! Beauregard is still in the possession of the Haight family 
and is quoted as follows: 

HEADQUARTERS, Ist Corps A.P. 
Near Centreville, November 25, 1861. 

Until otherwise decided, the forage in the Sully farms (Haight) will not be taken 
for the use of the troops. 

By command of: 

S GENERAL BEAUREGARD, 
Lieutenant Adjutant General. 


Jacob Haight and his wife were buried in the old Lee burying ground at Sully 
when they died. Later their bodies were moved to the Fairfax Cemetery. 

Conrad Shear, a ‘‘49’er’’ who made a fortune in the California gold rush was 
the next owner of Sully. Conrad Shear also came originally from Duchess 
County, N.Y. It is generally believed that_either Haight or Shear built the 
present porch at Sully since it is typical of Duchess County architecture. It. 
seems unlikely from its style, it is the “piazza’’ referred to by the elder Mr. 
Collins in his letter of 1794. It is believed Shear also built the present inside 
kitchen. 

The east wing of Sully, while definitely an addition and not mentioned by 
Mr. Collins in his letter, is believed by George Worthington of the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation, to be about the same age as the original house. 

There is a picture in the Library of Congress taken about 1890 of Conrad 
Shear and some of his family sitting on the porch at Sully. This picture also 
shows the ‘‘whistling walk,’’ then standing, leading from the yard-kitchen to the 
house. Today, the roof over the west steps covers’only the part of “whistling 
walk” stillremaining. It has its lattice work on the north side just as the original 
walk had along its entirety. 

About 1912 the Shear family sold Sully to Milliam Eads Miller, who sold it to 
King H. Poston. Poston sold to Walter Thurston, then Ambassador to Mexico. 
The Thurstons installed modern heating and plumbing but did not alter Sully 
in any structural detail. 

Sully has never been rebuilt or altered. It is original and not a restoration. 
The outside boards are original and are in good condition. Almost everything 
inside is original—floors, doors, staircase, mantles, and trim. Very little has 
been changed. The room arrangement is still just as described by Mr. Collins 
in 1794. Sully has been fortunate in that it has almost always been owned by 
people who were able to maintain it and who made no attempt to “‘modernize’’ it. 

On September 24, 1958, the Marquis Patrizi of Italy, a great-great-grandson 
of the builder, asked the Italian Embassy about his ancestral home. They, 
through the Lee Society of America, asked permission for him to visit Sully. 
He took a genuine interest in the house and asked many questions. Perhaps he 
was a little disappointed that Sully lacks the impressive driveway that leads up 
to many of our fine houses. The present entrance is not the original. Liza 
Collins’ Quaker point of view kept the original driveway very simple although 
it was rather extensive for its day. 

These few notes do not begin to tell the story of Sully. They are only intended 
to whet the appetite of some competent writer. Most of the things known about 
Sully can be documented. Deeds, inventories, and letters are all available in 
profusion and are all most interesting. 

Sully is 500 feet inside the Chantilly airport. (A bill has been introduced to 
Congress providing for its gift to some historical society and to be kept open to 
the public.) Now that Sully may no longer remain a private home it is hoped 
that it will be preserved and refurbished with as much of its original furniture 
as may be available, as a part of our national trust, and thus beome a permanent 
part of the proud public heritage of our country. 


43397—59——-3 
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Mr. Broyuitu. The Federal Aviation Agency proposed an amenq 
ment to the bill as introduced. As introduced, it merely prohibited 
the demolition of the building for 2 years and then provided authorit 
for them to transfer the buildings to private institutions for th 
preservation and maintenance. ‘The Federal Aviation Ageney a 
incidentally this was the result of conferences between interested 
parties and the Federal Aviation Agency, came up with a Proposed 
amendment which is included in the report submitted to the com 
mittee, dated February 22, 1959, wherein they, in effect, stated that 
they would support this legislation if the proposed amendment was 
adopted. The amendment would preserve the Sully mansion uni 
December 31, 1959, and then provide for it to be transferred to a nop. 
private institution for maintenance and an assurance it would not be 
used for commercial purposes and then it provided that the Leeton 
mansion could be demolished and the historical materials as contained 
in the mansion would be preserved. 

Now that is the substance of the proposed amendment which we gl] 
support and I hope the committee will see fit to adopt the proposed 
amendment. It is self-explanatory, if any of the members would 
care to refer to the report. 

Mr. Wixurams. Would you repeat the plans for Leeton? 

Mr. Broyuiiu. It proposes that Leeton—that it would permit the 
demolition of Leeton in order that the materials contained therein 
could be preserved. 

Leeton, as you notice on the little “x” on the map, is located up 
between the runways and might be a little bit more interference, 
plus the fact that it does not have quite the historical significance as 
the Sully mansion, of which our historian here will testify on in 
moment. 

Mr. Busx. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CuHarrmMan. Mr. Bush. 

Mr. Busx. Did I understand that would occur in 2 years; in other 
words, in 1961? 

Mr. Broyui.u. The original legislation which was introduced last 
year provided that it not be demolished for 2 years and in the mean- 
time could be transferred. The proposed amendment states that it 
will not be demolished until December 31, 1959, and in the meantime 
this transfer could take effect and we have witnesses here to verify 
the fact that we do have our park authority ready, willing, and able 
to take over the maintenance of the park. 

Now would the chairman prefer that I have these witnesses to sub- 
mit their statements now? 

Mr. WiuuiAMs. It would be perfectly all right. 

Mr. Broyuiti. Who would like to testify first? We have Mr. Fred 
Packard for the Fairfax County Park Authority. 


STATEMENT OF FRED M. PACKARD, DIRECTOR OF PARKS, 
FAIRFAX COUNTY PARK AUTHORITY 


Mr. Packarp. I deliberately made my statement short. 

My name is Fred M. Packard, director of parks, Fairfax County 
Park Authority. I made my statement brief because I took up only 
the question of whether the park authority would fit into the picture, 
leaving it to Mrs. Templeman to report on the historical value and 
concern. 
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The Fairfax County Park Authority was established under the Park 
Authorities Act of 1950 of Virginia to develop and administer a system 
of parks and public recreational areas within Fairfax County, Va. 
Included in its plans is the intention to preserve and maintain suit 
able historical buildings and properties for the education and inspira- 
tion of the people, and to stimulate appreciation of the historical 
traditions of the Commonwealth. a 

During the discussions referred to in the report: of the Federal 
Airport Agency on this legislation, the park authority was asked if it 
would accept the responsibility for Sully and Leeton as proposed in 
the legislation. The park authority was established to serve the 
county for just such purposes, and, if requested, will be pleased to 
do so. , 4 : 

The park authority concurs with the recommendations for amend- 
ment of H.R. 4329, proposed by the Federal Airport Agency, and 
with the other terms of that report urges the bill be so amended and 
enacted. 

Sully is in excellent physical condition, and both its exterior and 
interior construction are authentic as of 1790. The detached kitchen 
building is an exceptionally fine representation of its kind. The 
stone “patent house,” which is older, and other outbuildings are also 
in good condition. That refers to Sully. . 

The park authority is prepared to provide custodial and maintenance 
services if jurisdiction is transferred to the authority. -Eventually it 
is planned that all of the structures and the gardens will be restored 
to their original conditions. This will be done in close cooperation 
with the historical societies and architectural experts, and will be 
completéd as soon as the necessary funds become available, some of 
which we have on hand now. Sully will be open to the public, 
although public meetings will not be held there. 

Leeton is larger, and while the exterior is authentic, the interior 
is a fairly recent construction. Restoration as an authentic historical 
site would be expensive, as would maintenance. Unless some signi- 
ficant public use for it can be determined, it is our belief Leeton 
should be dismantled carefully and its materials salvaged for use in 
other historical reconstruction. The park authority is prepared to 
undertake this salvage and to store the materials so preserved. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Wittiams. Any questions? 

All right, sir, thank you. 

Mr. Broyuiti. Now we have Mr. Charles Robinson, the chairman 
of the Fairfax County Park Authority. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES C. ROBINSON, CHAIRMAN, FAIRFAX 
COUNTY PARK AUTHORITY 


Mr. Ropinson. My name is Charles C. Robinson, and with the 
committee’s permission, I will wear two hats. I will appear as chair- 
man of the Fairfax County Park Authority to endorse Mr. Packard’s 
statement, and also director of the Northern Virginia Regional 
Planning Commission which embraces four counties and two cities in 
northern Virginia. Both organizations, which are public bodies, 
thoroughly endorse the bill as amended, as suggested it be amended, 
and I am here primarily today to assure you as chairman of the 
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Fairfax County Park Authority that we do have money available to 
proceed immediately with custodial care beginning at any time th 
Congress so directs, and we have the money available to begin restory, 
tion work. 

Mr. WitiaMs. Fine. 

Mr. Broyuity. Now, Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Eleanor Lee Templeman 
who is the secretary of the Society of Lees of Virginia will give th 
committee a little more of the historical significance of these ty 
estates. 

Mr. WituiaMs. Mr. Bush has a question. 

Mr. Busu. Is it my understanding here that the Sully residence js 
almost on the edge of the property line of the airport and will no 
interfere with the operation? 

Mr. Broyuuu. That is correct. 


Mr. Bus. It will not interfere with the facilities or the handling on | 


takeoff of airplanes? 

Mr. Broyuiw. That is correct. 

Mr. Busu. Is that opinion concurred in by the FAA? They don} 
consider that a hazard? : 

Mr. Broyuity. That is correct. 

Mr. Busu. Thank you. 

Mr. Wi1ams. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. ELEANOR LEE TEMPLEMAN, SECRETARY | 


OF THE SOCIETY OF LEES OF VIRGINIA 


Mrs. TempLeman. I am Eleanor Lee Templeman. secretary of 
the Society of Lees of Virginia, which also includes the position of 
historian. 

“Sully,” plantation house at Chantilly. 

“Sully,” the country home of Richard Bland Lee, lies in Fairfax 
County. 

In 1957, the Honorable Joel T. Broyhill of Arlington County who, 
like Richard Bland Lee, represents this area in Congress, introduced 
legislation to preserve Sully plantation house. It lies within the 
boundaries of the land acquired that year by the Federal Aviation 


Administration for the Chantilly National Airport. The Fairfax 


County Park Authority is negotiating for the administration of the 
home as a historic museum. It would be particularly convenient to 
air travelers who might not have time between planes to visit the other 
historic museum houses of Virginia. 

A small two-story building of native stone stands behind the main 
house. This is probably the ‘‘patent house’ which was required to 
be erected within the year of the issuing of the grant in 1712 to Richard 
Bland Lee’s grandfather, Henry Lee I, of Westmoreland County. 
The plantation was operated by tenants until Richard Bland Lee, 


third generation owner came there as a young bachelor. He livedin . 


a comfortable two-story log house, no longer existing. 

Richard Bland Lee served in the Virginia Assembly as early as 1784, 
when he was but 23 years old. He became the first Congressman 
from northern Virginia in 1789. This man achieved national impor- 
tance when he became the person most responsible for selecting the 
site of the Federal City. 





ble to 
Ne the 
Stora. 


leman 
Ve the 
3e two 


eNCe is 
ll not 


ling or | 


y don’t 


ary of 
tion of 


Fairfax 


Y who, 
oduced 
1in the 
Viation 
Fairfax 


of the | 


lent to 
e other 


1e mail 
‘ired to 
Richard 
Younty, 


id Lee, 


lived in . 


as 1784, 
‘essa 
-impor- 
‘ing the 


RELATING TO SECOND WASHINGTON AIRPORT 17 


The first decisive step toward a permanent Capital was taken in 
September 1787, when Congress was given authority to acquire the 
necessary site. Virginia in 1787 and Maryland in 1788, each realizing 
the advantage of having the location within their boundaries, offered 
10 square miles of land for that purpose. Other States made similar 
offers, with stormy debates in Congress. North and South each 
wanted the Capital within its limits; neither side would approve two 
Capitals, nor relinquish its hope of choice. 

The deadlock was finally broken at a dinner party given by Thomas 
Jefferson. The solution involved an idea of Alexander Hamilton, the 
frst Secretary of the Treasury, to promote a great national fiscal plan, 
of which an important part was the assumption of the Revolutionary 
War debts by the Federal Government. 

Virginia, which had already amortized her war debts, led a bloc of 
southern opposition. Jefferson was able to persuade Richard Bland 
Lee, first Representative of this area of Virginia, and a colleague, that 
the State would eventually benefit more than enough to offset the 
assumption tax by the choice of a Federal City site adjacent to it. 
Therefore, an exchange of votes was arranged over the afterdinner 
Madeira. The assumption measure was approved, and in July 1790 
Congress enacted the Residence Act. This authorized the President 
to choose a site on the Potomac River between the mouth of Eastern 


BTARY | Branch and the mouth of the Conococheague; a distance of about 


105 miles. 

On June 19, 1794, Richard Bland Lee married Elizabeth Collins of 
Philadelphia, and brought her to his Virginia plantation. They spent 
their honeymoon in the log house while their new home was being built. 

In December of that year, Richard Lee Turberville of Fairfax 
County married his cousin Henrietta Lee, daughter of Richard Henry 
Lee of “Chantilly,’”’ Westmoreland County. They built a home near 
Sully and named it for the bride’s birthplace. The name of Chantilly 
has remained for the neighborhood, although the house itself was 
destroyed in the mid-1800’s. 

The Richard Bland Lees probably engaged Col. James Wren as the 
architect of their new home. He was a friend of the family, is known 
to have designed other homes in the Chantilly area, and the construc- 
tion' of Sully has many of his architectural characteristics. It is of 
beaded poplar clapboard over brick on a stone foundation. 

A wide center hall, running the width of the house, contains a fine 
stairway and opens to spacious, well-proportioned rooms on both sides. 


| Of special interest are the mantels which have often been sketched for 


——— 


reproduction. All the major rooms have fireplaces. Original random- 
width pine floors are still intact, as are the doors and their hardware. 

The separate kitchen originally connected to the main house by a 
breezeway contains a huge fireplace, with quarters upstairs for the 
household servants. The breezeway was removed in the mid-1800’s, 
when an attached kitchen was added. The old smokehouse and tool- 
house remain standing. 

In the Library of Congress is a letter written by Thomas Lee 
Shippen to his father, Dr. William Shippen of Philadelphia, twice 
elected a member of the Continental Congress. The letter, dated 
October 24, 1797, contains a description of his visit to Sully: 


sit, ¢ We arrived here yesterday from Leesburg before dinner, and the great 
mportunity of the delightful family has persuaded us to pass this day with 
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them * * * I would fain give you some idea of the elegance in which this kins. 
man of ours has settled himself * * * 

The house is new, built by himself about 3 years ago and lately furnished 
from Philadelphia with every article of silver, mahogany, Wilton carpeting, ang 
glassware that can be conceived of that you will find in the very best furnished 
houses in Philadelphia * * * completely equipped with every luxury as Well a 
convenience. 

General and Mrs. Washington were devoted to the young couple 
at Sully. They attended the christening of Richard Bland Lee, }, 
and presented a set of fine crystal wine glasses to toast the health of 
the baby. It is interesting to recall that Richard Bland Lee was thy 
son of Lucy Grymes, George Washington’s youthful sweetheart, 

The Lees’ most intimate friends were James and Dolly Madison 
the wives having met as girls in a Quaker school in Philadelphig 
Elizabeth was Dolly’s bridesmaid upon her marriage to John Todd 
a Philadelphia lawyer. Biographies of Dolly Madison are base 
largely upon the letters in the Library of Congress containing th 
lifetime correspondence of these two friends. 

Richard Bland Lee was appointed one of the three commissiones 
to superintend the reerection of the public buildings in Washingto 
destroyed by the British August 12, 1814. In order to better sepye 
his country, he gave up life at his beloved plantation and bought, 
house in then newly developed fashionable section of Southwes 
Washington called Greenleaf Point. This townhouse at the northeast 
corner of 6th and N Streets is marked with a bronze plaque placed op 
it in 1950 by the National Capital Sesquicentennial Commission, 

In 1815, Richard Bland Lee was appointed Commissioner to adju. 
dicate claims arising from loss or destruction of property during the 
War of 1812. In 1819, President Monroe appointed him judge of the 
orphans’ court of the District of Columbia, on which he served until 
his death March 12, 1827. He was buried in Congressional Cemetery, 

Mr. Wiuu1ams. Do you have anything further to present? 

Mr. Broyuiwt. Mr. Chairman, that concludes our testimony o 
this legislation. I would like to ask unanimous consent that abouts 
half dozen letters be submitted for the record which further explain 
the desirability of this legislation. 

Mr. WiuiaMs. If there is no objection, let them be received. 

(The letters are as follows:) 

At a regular meeting of the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, Va, 
held in the board room in the County Office Building at Fairfax, Va., on Wedanes- 
day, June 3, 1959, at which meeting a quorum was present and voting, the 
following resolution was adopted: 

‘“‘Whereas there is now pending before the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce of the House of Representatives of the Congress a bill (H.R. 4329) to 

rohibit the demolition of ‘Sully’ and to permit the acquisition thereof by the 

airfax County Park Authority; and 

“Whereas ‘Sully’ is one of Fairfax County’s most valued historical houses, 
having been built in 1794 by Richard Bland Lee, one of the more illustrious member 
of the family of that name and the first Member of the House of Representatives 
of Congress from this district and a most influential person in effecting the selet- 
tion of the site of Washington as the Nation’s Capital, whose home was often 
visited by the Washingtons from Mount Vernon and other notables of whom the 
State and Nation are justly proud; and 

“Whereas the county would be most fortunate in having this notable how 
preserved for the future benefit and enjoyment of its citizens as a part of its 
growing system of parks: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County expres 
itself as being most anxious to see the passage of H.R. 4329 and respectfully 
requests the aforesaid Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to gv 
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; -orable consideration to the same, believing that with such backing it will 
ite toubtedly receive the approval of the House and Senate; and be it further 

aoc Resolved That a copy of this resolution be sent to Hon. Oren Harris, Chairman, 
Committee "on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C.” 

ste: : 
A copy, tes Epna A. BIcKSLER, 
Clerk of Said Board. 


Farrrax, VA., May 29, 1959. 

Hon. Oren Harris, et 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. ie : 

Dear Mr. Cuarrman: The Historical Society for Fairfax County is organized 
to help preserve the things and places of interest which at one time were so 
common in this area. Unfortunately, as time passes and progress comes to us, 
we see many of our places of historical interest and much of our historical data 
being lost. In this state of affairs, we are most happy to learn that there is now 
pending before your committee a bill which will prohibit the demolition of “Sully, 
which is one of our best loved county homes, having been built by Richard Bland 
Lee and having been occupied through the years by persons who loved and cared 
for the place. It is not often that a valuable property is so well cared for and 
preserved by private persons. It is also very pleasing to learn that our park 
authority will be given the opportunity to take charge of this lovely place and 
make it available to the citizens of our county and those who come from all over 
the Nation to visit the Capital. 

Therefore, on behalf of the Board of Directors of the Fairfax County Historical 
Society. it is my pleasure and privilege to urge the favorable consideration of this 
bill by your committee. Be assured that it is a most worthwhile accomplishment 
and will be appreciated by the citizens of this county for many years to come. 

Most sincerely yours, 
- CHARLES PIcKETT, 
President, Fairfax County Historical Society. 


“ARLINGTON HeEriTaGe’’—VIGNETTES OF A VirGINIA CouNTY 
(By Eleanor Lee Templeman) 
“Sully,” Plantation House at Chantilly 


“Sully,” the country home of Richard Bland Lee, lies in Fairfax County many 
miles beyond the Arlington County line. His influence had such a direct bearing 
on the establishment of what eventually became our county that it seems appro- 
priate to include its history in this book. 

In 1957, the Honorable Joel T. Broyhill of Arlington County who, like Richard 
Bland Lee, represents this area in Congress, introduced legislation to preserve 
Sully plantation house. It lies within the boundaries of the land acquired that 
year by the Federal Aviation Administration for the Chantilly National Airport. 
The Fairfax County Park Authority is negotiating for the administration of the 
home as a historic museum. It would be particularly convenient to air-travelers 
who might not have time between planes to visit the other historic museum houses 
of Virginia. 

A small 2-story building of native stone stands behind the main house. This is 
probably the ‘‘patent house’ which was required to be erected within the year of 
the issuing of the grant in 1712 to Richard Bland Lee’s grandfather, Henry Lee I 
of Westmoreland County. The plantation was operated by tenants until Richard 
Bland Lee, third generation owner came there as a young bachelor. He lived in a 
comfortable 2-story log house, no longer existing. 

Richard Bland Lee served in the Virginia Assembly as early as 1784 when he 
was but 23 years old. He became the first Congressman from northern Virginia 
in 1789. This man achieved national importance when he became the person 
most responsible for selecting the site of the Federal City (see next page.) 

On June 19, 1794, he married Elizabeth Collins of Philadelphia, and brought 


her to his Virginia plantation. They spent their honeymoon in the log house 
while their new home was being built. 
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In December of that year, Richard Lee Turberville of Fairfax County map; 
his cousin Henrietta Lee, daughter of Richard Henry Lee of “Chantilly,” West. 
moreland County. They built a home near Sully and named it for the bride’ 
birthplace. The name of Chantilly has remained for the neighborhood, althoug 
the house itself was destroyed in the mid-1800’s. 

The Richard Bland Lees probably engaged Colonel James Wren as the architect 
of their new home. He was a friend of the family, is known to have designe 
other homes in the Chantilly area, and the construction of Sully has many of his 
architectural characteristicts. It is of beaded poplar clapboard over brick ona Stone 
foundation. 

A wide center hall, running the width of the house, contains a fine stairway and 
opens to spacious, well-proportioned rooms on both sides. Of special intereg 
are the mantels which have often been sketched for reproduction. All the major 
rooms have fireplaces. Original random-width pine floors are still intact, as are 
the doors and their hardware. 

The separate kitchen originally connected to the main house by a breezeway 
contains a huge fireplace, with quarters upstairs for the household servants 
The breezeway was removed in the mid-1800’s when an attached kitchen was 
added. The old smokehouse and toolhouse remain standing. 

In the Library of Congress is a letter written by Thomas Lee Shippen to his 
father, Dr. William Shippen of Philadelphia, twice elected a Member of the 
Continental Congress. The letter, dated October 24, 1797, contains a descrip. 
tion of his visit to Sully * * *. ‘We arrived here yesterday from Leesbyr 
before dinner, and the great importunity of the delightful family has persuade 
us to pass this day with them * * * I would fain give you some idea of the eleganee 
in which this kinsman of ours has settled himself. * * * 

“The house is new, built by himself about 3 years ago and lately furnished 
from Philadelphia with every article of silver, mahogany, Wilton carpeting, and 
glassware that can be conceived of that you will find in the very best furnished 
houses in Philadelphia * * * completely equipped with every luxury as well as 
convenience.” 

General and Mrs. Washington were devoted to the young couple at Sully, 
They attended the christening of Richard Bland Lee, Jr., and presented a set 
of fine crystal wineglasses to toast the health of the baby. It is interesting to 
recall that Richard Bland Lee was the son of Lucy Grymes, George Washington's 
youthful sweetheart. 

The Lees’ most intimate friends were James and Dolly Madison, the wives 
having met as girls in a Quaker school in Philadelphia. Elizabeth was Dolly's 
bridesmaid upon her marriage to John Todd, a Philadelphia lawyer.  Biogn- 
phies of Dolly Madison are based largely upon the letters in the Library of 
Congress containing the lifetime correspondence of these two friends. 

Richard Bland Lee was appointed one of the three commissioners to superintend 
the reerection of the public buildings in Washington destroyed by the British 
August 12, 1814. In order to better serve his country, he gave up life at his 
beloved plantation and bought a house in the then newly developed fashionable 
section of Southwest Washington called ‘Greenleaf Point.’’ This townhouse at 
the northeast corner of 6th and N Streets is marked with a bronze plaque placed 
on it in 1950 by the National Capital Sesquicentennial Commission. 

In 1815, Richard Bland Lee was appointed commissioner to adjudicate claims 
arising from loss or destruction of property during the War of 1812. In 1819, 
President Monroe appointed him Judge of the Orphans’ Court of the District 
of Columbia, on which he served until his death March 12, 1827. He was buried 
in Congressional Cemetery. 


KINGDOM OF VIRGINIA 


Arlington County’s written history goes back to Captain John Smith’s voyage 
up the Potomac in 1608, although the circumstances leading to the colonization 
of Virginia began in England April 10, 1606, when King James I signed charters 
to the Plymouth and London Companies. The latter made the first permanent 
settlement at “James Cittie.”’ Their second charter of 1609 as the “Virginia 
Company” granted jurisdiction over ‘‘all those lands * * * in that part of 
America called Virginia, from * * * Point Comfort * * * northward 200 miles 
* * * southward 200 miles * * * and all that space and circuit of land, lying 
from the sea coast of the precinct aforesaid, up into the land, throughout from 
sea to sea, west and northwest * * *.” 
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This reflects the view of the best geographers of the day that the Pacific Ocean 
lapped the western side of the as yet unexplored and unnamed Appalachian 
Mountains. The third charter of 1612 included Bermuda which had been dis- 
covered in the oe bear rl ag he the ly ee Aare 
i by King James I, and its lands became a Crown Colony. y this time, 
ip 16dewente were firmly established on and nearby the James River, and the 
Potomac River to the falls penaes ones — —_— z : 

rst limitations upon the extent o e ‘Kingdom of Virginia,” as it was 

oe by King Charles I, who succeeded his father in 1625, came with the 
ant to Lord Baltimore of a proprietorship over what became Maryland, patented 
in 1632 and with settlers arriving at St. Mary’s in 1634. The most significant 
words of this grant, from the viewpoint of Arlington, are “the farther banks of the 
said river.” They explain why the boundary between Arlington and the District 
of Columbia runs along the V irginia shore of the river and not in midstream, and 
why Roosevelt and pee Islands which lie along the Virginia shore are not 

f Arlington and Virginia. 

“The land which is now Arlington County was originally a part of Northumber- 
land County, which was created in 1648 and then included all the land between 
the Potomac and Rappahannock Rivers. Only the lower part of this area (the 
present prea ere County) was — at ome a As Sane 

nded up the Potomac, new counties were formed for the convenience of the 
eoaitin setiers. The first of these was Westmoreland, created in 1653 to include 
all the Virginia shore of the Potomac ‘‘from Machoactoke (Machodoc) River * * * 
to the falls above Necostins Towne.”’ In 1664 Stafford County was created from 
the upper portion of Westmoreland; in 1731 the upper portion of Stafford, in turn, 
became Prince William County. In 1742 that part of Prince William north of 
Occoquan eee ae Bull — ee a ae Se. ti ; 

Marylan an irginia authorities had agreed to meet in 1785 to discuss the 
controversy over the navigation of the Potomac and their joint boundary. The 
Commissioners who took part in this meeting did more than draw up a compact 
subsequently ratified by their respective States. From this meeting eventually 
came the call for the convention which resulted in the Constitution of the United 
States and the decision to set aside a tract of land 10 miles square for the seat 
of the Federal Government. 

The first decisive step toward a permanent Capital was taken in September 
1787, when Congress was given authority to acquire the necessary site. Virginia 
in 1787 and Maryland in 1788, each realizing the advantage of having the location 
within their boundaries, offered 10 square miles of land for that purpose. Other 
States made similar offers, with stormy debates in Congress. North and South 
each wanted Ls ao within its limits; neither side would approve two capitals, 
nor relinquish its hope of choice. 

The deadlock was finally broken at a dinner party given by Thomas Jefferson. 
The solution involved an idea of Alexander Hamilton, the first Secretary of the 
bee td to promote a great national fiscal plan, of which an important part 
was the assumption of the Revolutionary War debts by the Federal Government. 

Virginia, which had already amortized her war debts, led a block of Southern 

opposition. Jefferson was able to persuade Richard Bland Lee, first Representa- 
tive of this area of Virginia, and a colleague, that the State would eventually 
benefit more than enough to offset the assumption tax by the choice of a Federal 
City site adjacent to it. Therefore, an exchange of votes was arranged over the 
after-dinner madeira. The assumption measure was approved, and in July 1790, 
Congress enacted the Residence Act. This authorized the President to choose a 
ro i coca River between the mouth of Eastern Branch and the mouth 
of the Conococheague; a distance of about 105 miles. 
_ Although familiar with the area, George Washington rode over it again, and 
in March 1791, he was authorized to lay out the “Territory of Columbia” so as 
to include land on both sides of the Potomac. The portion on the Virginia side 
of the river eventually became Alexandria County, then Arlington. 

There is good reason to suspect that George Washington would have chosen 
the Virginia side of the Potomac for the Federal City, had he not feared criticism 
due to the fact that such a choice would have tremendously enhanced the value 
of vast acreage owned by himself, members of his family and his most intimate 
friends who had recognized the superior location in their choice of plantation sites. 
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Tue Society or THE LEES OF Virarn 


IA 
Arlington, Va., March 9, 1969 


Hon. Jort T. Broyui.t, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Broyuitu: Our society is very grateful to you for your efforts tp 
preserve from destruction, Sully plantation house at Chantilly Airport, We Wis 
to go on record as heartily endorsing your bill H.R. 4329. A 

We know of its architectural importance from such high authority as 
National Trust for Historic Preservation and the American Institute of Architegts, 
It is of national historical importance as the home of Richard Bland Lee 
Representative of northern Virginia, and the person most responsible for the 
choice of the site of the Federal city. His townhouse in Washington was marked 
with a bronze plaque in 1950 by the George Washington Sesquicentennial Con. 
mission. He was the first judge of the orphan’s court of the District of Columbia, 
He held many important official positions during and following the War of 1g}9 

Thanking you for your work in this matter, and with best wishes, I am : 

Sincerely yours, p 


ELEANOR LEE Tempiemay, 





Hon. Jonn Beiu WILLIAMs, 
Chairman, Transportation and Aeronautical Commission: 


WHY SULLY SHOULD BE PRESERVED 


Sully has great historical value. Built by the Lees in 1794 it has become 
known and cherished landmark in this area’s long and colorful history, 

Sully existed long before Washington, D.C., ever was laid upon the architegt’s 
draftboard. Deference should be given to a place of such age, charm, and dignity 
and its preservation and upkeep insured so that future generations may enjoy 
Sully to the fullest possible extent. ; 

Sully is not a mere fabrication of early colonial life but a truly original structure 
relatively unchanged since it was built 165 years ago. With all due respect to 
those buildings which are reproductions of life nearly 200 years ago, it is felt that 
Sully in its simple and unchanged state provides an atmosphere of warmth and 
Old Dominion hospitality that mortar and brick could hardly improve. 

Surely this place is worth preserving. 

EvizanertaH Z, Peck 
Mrs. Richard C, Peck, 





My name is Charles S. Gilman and I am a councilman-elect for the town of 
Herndon, Va. I wish to add my voice to those seeking to preserve Sully from 
destruction. Its historic importance and its location on the edge of the world’s 
most important airport will serve our people by constantly reminding them of the 
solid virtues by which we have moved from that era to this one. I can assure you 
that the people of Herndon and of western Fairfax and of Loudon stand behind the 
effort to preserve Sully. 


CHARLEs S, GILMAN, 


WasuHincoTon, D.C., June 30, 1959. 
Mr. JoHN BeiLut WILLIAMs, 
Chairman, Transportation and Aeronautics Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C 


I am one of a considerable number of persons living in the area shortly east of 
the Chantilly Airport who are very much in hopes that the historic Sully mansion, 
near Chantilly, be preserved. 

Those of our neighborhood believe that the Federal Aviation Agency, in its 
concentration on aviation matters, would be very likely to devote insufficient 
attention to the Sully mansion if left in the hands of that Agency. We therefore 
urge that the mansion and its immediate grounds be transferred to the proper 
park authorities for care and preservation. 

Louis B. Exx. 
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HERNDON-CHANTILLY TIMEs, 
Herndon, Va., June 29, 1959. 
Journ T. Broyuii, 
BP House Office Building, W ashington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. BroyaiLi: In regard to the preservation of Sully, the Herndon- 
Chantilly Times and myself as editor and individual, both advocate the preserva- 
tion of this estate since it first appeared that it may be demolished to make way 

he airport. ‘ 
fore enmendation to turn Sully over to the Fairfax County Park Authority 
jsone which the newspaper, myself, and I am sure the citizens of this area all back 
wholeheartedly. I feel that under the auspices of the park authority that this 
fine old mansion will be given the care which it deserves and can be preserved for 
the future generations to enjoy. 
Sincerely, 
Pat Murpuey, Manager-Editor. 


JUNE 30, 1959. 

Sully should be preserved because it was the first tract of land taken up in 
the area of the Chantilly Airport and remained in the Lee family for 115 years. 

The manor house at Sully was built by and was the home of the Lee whose 
vote brought the Capital of the United States to the shore of the Potomac. 
Richard Bland Lee entered into a vote-t rading agreement with Alexander 
Hamilton which brought the capital to Washington but cost Mr. Lee his reelection 
to the House of Representatives. 

Despite his failure to win reelection, he remained a leader in Virginia and the 
new city of Washington. He was responsible for laying out the District of 
Columbia. His quarries furnished stone for the Capitol Building and for the 
White House. He was a member of the Commission that rebuilt the Govern- 
ment buildings after they were burned by the British. He was responsible for 
building America’s second turnpike, the Little River Turnpike, which crossed 
Sully and led to the opening of good roads to the West. 

There are letters in the Library of Congress showing visits to Sully by most 
of the leaders in America in the late 1700’s and early 1800’s. Mr. Broyhill has 
submitted a few sample photostats of some of them and typed copies are available 
if you want them. Sully was evidently on a par with the other great houses of 
Virginia. Thomas Lee Shippen describes Sully as being the equal of any in 
Philadelphia and Sully is much the same today as then, with radiator heat and 
baths, which are fitted inconspicuously into the house. 

National Trust for Historic Preservation will be glad to give an opinion on 
Sully’s historic and architectural worth when requested by your committee. Its 
survey of the property has been made. National Trust will not submit a report 
until asked because it might be accused of lobbying. 

Sully has thus far been a private home and would have continued as a private 
home but for the coming of the Chantilly Airport. Sully was the home of our 
Ambassador to Mexico, Walter Thurston, until 1946. Since that date it has 
been the home of Deputy Ambassador to NATO in Paris, Frederick E. 
Nolting, Jr. 

There is even a pirate story. Back in 1840, after Sully had passed out of the 
Lee family, it became the inland home of a Gulf of Mexico pirate where he spent 
his time ashore. The story of some of his activities is well documented but has 
never been compiled. 

Architectural authorities agree that Sully must have been designed by James 
Wren and the time is right for him to have been the designer, but as yet there 
is no proof that he was its architect. The fact that it is so often credited to him 
speaks well for its architectural worth. 

In the 1920’s Walter Peter, one of the leading architects in the restoration of 
Georgetown, spent some time at Sully, copied many of its features, and used 
them in his restorations in Georgetown. 

Sully still has its original floors, doors, staircases, and trim. Many of the 
window sashes and panes are original. The door locks are largely original and 
still in good working condition. 

FAA’s willingness to give the property is expressed in the copy of a letter 
attached. Quoting this letter in condensed form: “{FAA] will permit retention 
of the present buildings provided suitable arrangements can be made to place 
them under the jurisdiction of an appropriate park authority for maintenance 
and operation. nder such an agreement, we would require that the dwellings 
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be made accessible to the public, are not used for residential purposes, or regular| 
used as public meeting places.”’ y 

The Fairfax Park Authority agrees to all these conditions and asks that yg 
committee approve this bill. se 

Let us suppose for one horrible moment that you do not approve the bill hefo 
you today. What will be the consequences? Before Congress meets again the 
agreement with FAA will expire (December 31, 1959). Then the house wilj be 
given to the contractor who will sell the house for salvage and put the money int 
his own pocket (perfectly legitimate), and burn the house as he has burned the 
other houses destroyed on the airport. The grounds will be permitted to grow 
up into woods and no foreseeable use will be made of the land where now stands 
one of our older and finer houses. 

No one wants to see this happen and the decision is in your hands today, 

This bill requires no expenditure of money. 

Thank you. 


R. E. Waast 
HerRnpown, Va. —_ 


JUNE 30, 1959, 
The estate, Sully, is an historical landmark and a thing of irreplaceable valy 
to persons who appreciate old, beautiful, and historical buildings. Therefore. it 
is respectfully requested that the Congress pass the bill which preserves Sully as 
a permanent shrine. , 
ANNE POINDEXTER LéEwys. 


ASSOCIATION FOR THE PRESERVATION OF VIRGINIA ANTIQUITIEs, 
Richmond, Va., June 8, 1959, 
Hon. Jort T. Broyaitt, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Broyuitut: Mrs. Guy Withers, former directress of our Washington, 
D.C. branch, is very much concerned, and has brought to my attention that you 
have a bill pending to save old Sully from being torn down. : 

I would like to endorse the saving of this early home of the Lee family, and] 
hope it will not be demolished. Do you think it possible, in order to preserve 
this building, that it might be used in some connection with the airport? 

With best wishes, and hoping you will be successful in saving a building once 
owned by such an historic family. 

Sincerely yours, 
JANIE Preston B. Lams 
Mrs. Brockenbrough Lamb, 
President. 


NATIONAL Trust For Historic PRESERVATION, 
Washington, D.C., February 26, 1959. 
Hon. Jozt T. Brora, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Broyuattu: Allow me to take this opportunity to congratulate you 
and others close to the problem of the proposed Chantilly Airport as it pertains 
to the structures Sully and Leeton. 

I felt that yesterday’s meeting of minds in Arlington was well timed and cer 
tainly achieved an intelligent solution to the problem. Rest assured that the 
National Trust for Historic Preservation will fully support any bill which you 
introduce in Congress to preserve Sully for Fairfax County and America at large. 
I could not agree more that, if one of the two buildings must be sacrificed, cer 
tainly without question Leeton is the structure which must disappear. 

If it is necessary to call upon the National Trust to lend its voice in subcom- 
mittee hearings to the support of any proposed bill please do not hesitate to rly 
on us to supply a statement in favor of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wituram J. Murtacs, 
Assistant to the President. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D.C., February 27, 1958. 
gL T. BROYHILL, 
| deer Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Broyui.i: I read with great interest yesterday of the introduction 
of your bill for the preservation of Sully and Leeton, the two historic 18th century 
homes of Richard Bland Lee which are within the condemned area for the new 
National airport near Chantilly, Va. 

Sully has been our home for the past 12 years, and I therefore have a deep 
interest in its preservation. I enclose a brief historical sketch of Sully, which 
may be of help to you in presenting the bill. You may also be interested in a 
copy of an article on the two places by Mrs. Templeman which appeared recently 
nD the Northern Virginia Sun. — 4 : ; ; 

I am a member of the Foreign Service, stationed in Paris, and I am here in 
Washington briefly on consultation. In connection with the condemnation 

rocedures involving our home, I have left with my friend and attorney, James 
Keith, in Fairfax, a file containing, among other things, photostatic copies of 
letters from the Library of Congress between Dolly Madison, when she was in the 
White House, and Elizabeth Lee at Sully. These may also be of interest to you 
in presenting your bill. In addition to the historic interest attached to the 
two homes, there is a great deal of architectural interest and beauty which is 
surely worth preserving, and I do hope that efforts in this direction will be 
successful. : ere ae 

I have had talks and correspondence with a number of societies in Virginia 
(including the Colonial Dames, the APVA and the Lee Society), and they all are 
interested in the preservation of Sully. I have also had a very good conversation 
with Mr. Ronald Lee, of the National Park Service, who is also a director of the 
National Trust for Historic Preservation. Mr. Lee has given encouragement 
about the prospects of preserving the two homes. Mr. Louis Rothschild, Under 
Secretary of Commerce, and Mr. Edgar Smith, engineer in charge of the airport 
for the CAA, have assured me that there are no reasons known to them why the 
hillsite and buildings at Sully should in any way be molested or destroyed. I 
have therefore decided, before returning to Paris, to leave our home in the custody 
of a neighbor, who will live there, and to leave our furniture in the house in order 
to prevent the house from being vandalized, and to increase the chances of preserva- 
tion. Iam doing this at some financial sacrifice, and I mention it only to indicate 
the deep interest of myself and my family in carrying through this proposal. I 
would hope that the houses would be taken over and preserved as museum places, 
which I believe would be self-supporting, in view of the numbers of people who 
would be coming to the airport and particularly in view of the possibility of a 
recreational area being developed in the approaches to the airfield. 

Will you be good enough to let me know, care the American Embassy in Paris 
(where I am Deputy Chief of the U.S. Mission to NATO), if there is anything 
further that I can do to help support your bill? 

With all best regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
Freperick E. No.tine, Jr. 


Mr. Busu. Is there any letter in here from the agencies downtown? 

Mr. Broynity. Yes. I understand that the committee has a 
report from all of the agencies involved and included in one report 
the FAA has proposed the amendment that I referred to a moment 
ago. 

Mr. WiiuraMs. Here is the agency report to the subcommittee to 
prohibit the demolition of certain buildings and so forth. 

Mr. Broyuitu. Mr. Chairman, would you like me to continue on 
the other legislation or step back for the FAA at the moment? 

Mr. Wixu1ams. I think it might be better to hear from the FAA 
now. 

_Mr. Pyle, the two bills he has reference to are House Joint Resolu- 
tion 41, which has reference to the name of Chantilly Airport and 
H.R. 4329. 

Mr. Pye. Is it your desire I testify on these two bills at this time? 
Mr. Wituiams. At this time, if you will, please. 
Identify yourself for the record. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES T. PYLE, DEPUTY ADMINISTRaT 9p 
OF THE FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY 


Mr. Pyte. My name is James T. Pyle, Deputy Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Agency. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this subcommittes 
to comment on House Joint Resolution 41 and H.R. 4329. 

House Joint Resolution 41 would designate the second Washington 
airport by the name “Chantilly International Airport.” The Federal] 
Aviation Agency is of the opinion that naming this airport is an im. 
portant decision which deserves careful consideration and study. 
This airport will primarily handle international traffic and its name 
would have important implications in the United States and abroad 

At the present time this matter is under consideration by this 
Agency and the Bureau of the Budget. As soon as a final decision 
has been made, this subcommittee will receive a prompt report in 
the premises. 

I have an additional statement to the effect that the Bureau of the 
Budget does not object to the submission of this statement. 

Mr. Witurams. Do I understand that the Agency has not taken a 
position yet on House Joint Resolution 41? 

Mr. Prue. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Busu. Are you making some studies? 

Mr. Pytx. We are coordinating this with the Bureau of the Budget 
and no final decision has been reached. 

We next consider H.R. 4329. This bill would prohibit the demoli- 
tion, within a period of 2 years after Federal acquisition, of the Sully 
and Leeton dwellings, located on the former Sully Plantation near 
Chantilly, Fairfax County, Va., so as to afford an opportunity to 
public or private organizations interested in preserving historic sites 
to acquire such buildings for the public use and benefit. 

On February 26, 1959, representatives of the Federal Aviation 
Agency, Fairfax County officials, individuals representing organiza- 
tions interested in preserving historic sites in Virginia, and Repre- 
sentative Broyhill, met for the purpose of discussing this proposed 
legislation. At this meeting it was indicated by those present, repre- 
senting Fairfax County and private organizations interested in pre- 
serving historic sites in Virginia, that the buildings known as Sully 
should be preserved as a historic site, and that the buildings known as 
Leeton, while not of sufficient historic value to justify preservation, 
do contain some material of historic value. 

As a result of these conclusions, the Federal Aviation Agency 
recommends that H.R. 4329 be amended as follows: That all the 
words after the enacting clause of the bill be deleted and that the 
following be substituted in lieu thereof: 

That the frame and brick dwellings known respectively as Sully and Leeton, 
located on the former Sully Plantation near Chantilly in Fairfax County, Va, 
acquired by the United States pursuant to the act of September 7, 1950 (64 Btat. 
770), shall not be demolished by any agency of the United States prior to Decem- 
ber 31, 1959. Upon request therefor prior to December 31, 1959, the Adminis- 
trator of the Federal Aviation Agency is authorized: 

(a) To convey to any public or private organization of the State of Virginia, 
without cost, title to the Sulina Roun as Sully and to grant an easement for 
use of such land as the Administrator considers necessary for maintenance of such 


buildings for historic purposes: Provided, That any such conveyance and ease- 
ment shall be conditioned upon (1) continued preservation, maintenance, and 
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exhibition of such buildings for historic purposes, (2) a covenant not to use the 

roperty as a place of public assembly, (3) a covenant not to use the property 
or commercial purposes, and (4) such other conditions as the Administrator con- 
giders necessary to protect the interests of the United States; and upon a pro- 
vision that if such conditions are not complied with the title to such buildings 
shall revert to the United States and such easement shall terminate ; and 

(b) To grant a right to any applicant to which a conveyance is made pursuant 
to paragraph (a) hereof, without cost, to dismantle the buildings known as Leeton, 
and to salvage and remove any and all material considered by such grantee to 
have a historic value: Provided, That the grant of such right shall be conditioned 
upon an obligation of the grantee to remove all material and structures, whether 
or not of historic value, from the land occupied by such buildings and to restore 
the land to a condition satisfactory to the Administrator, including, but not 
limited to, the removal of all debris and the filling of all wells and basement and 
septic tank excavations. 

In conclusion, the following facts should be noted. The entire 
tract of land purchased by authority of the Second Washington Air- 
port Act of 1950 is necessary for the efficient and safe operation of the 
airport. However, in view of the fact that the property known as 
Sully is located in a fringe area near the boundary of the property, 
its preservation and the salvaging of any historic materials from the 
other property known as Leeton, if done in accordance with the 
limitations of the proposed amendment to the bill which I have just 
read to you, will not in any manner interfere with the construction, 
maintenance, or operation of the airport. Accordingly, the Federal 
Aviation Agency would have no objection to the passage of legislation 
containing limitations such as the ones I have just read to you. The 
substitute language suggested is not intended to prohibit the charging 
of an admission fee to cover the costs of restoring and maintaining 
the property. 

This Agency believes that the amendment which it offers to H.R. 
4329 would foster the preservation of the historic sites without in any 
way interfering with the operation of the international airport, and 
this would be done without additional expense to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

I would like to add, Mr. Chairman, I believe it is most important 
we do preserve this structure of Sully Mansion and also protect the 
contents of Leeton. 

Mr. Wiuurams. May I ask Mr. Broyhill a question? Do the pro- 
ponents of this legislation agree to the amendment? 

Mr. Broyuitu. Yes, indeed. As Mr. Pyle pointed out in his state- 
ment, we were at this meeting and all concurred. 

Mr. Witu1aMs. This amendment is in the form of a substitute bill, 
is it not? 

Mr. Broyui.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Prue. I might say off the reeord—— 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Wiuu1aMs. Before you leave, Mr. Pyle, are there any questions? 

(No response.) 

Mr. Pyte. Mr. Chairman, I did have one statement, if it is desired, 
on H.R. 2467, or do you want to take that up subsequently? That is 
the reimbursement of owners and tenants of land. 

Mr. Wiuu1ams. Perhaps in the interest of orderly procedure it would 
be better for the proponents to present their statement, if that doesn’t 
place an undue burden on you waiting around a few minutes. 

Mr. Prue. Not a bit. 
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Mr. Wituiams. Let me ask you one question about the name of the 
airport. When do you expect the agency to reach some conclusion jp 
that respect? 

Mr. Pyue. I hope that this will be forthcoming in a very short time 
sir. 

Mr. Wixu1ams. You say a very short time. You mean a matter of 
days, weeks, months, or years? 

Mr. Pye. Let’s say two weeks. 

Mr. Wiu1ams. Is it customary to name these airports in advance 
of their completion? 

Mr. Pye. I don’t think there is any specific practice on this, Mr, 
Chairman, to my knowledge. However, some have been named prior 
to their completion; others have not. Some have been changed. 

Mr. Wiuuiams. Do you think we might expect a report from the 
agency within 3 or 4 weeks at the latest? 

Mr. Prue. I certainly hope so. 

Mr. Wiuurams. Thank you. 

Any questions? 

Now, Mr. Broyhill, if you will, we will permit you now to proceed 
with your testimony on House Joint Resolution 41. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL—Resumed 


Mr. Broyuiiu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As we did on the previous legislation, in the interest of conserving 
time and if the committee has no objection, I would like to call three 
witnesses up to the table with me. Mr. Robert Ross Smith, of Hern- 
don, Va.; Gen. Robert W. Grow, who is executive director of the 
Fairfax County Chamber of Commerce, and Mr. Stanley L. Seltzer, 
executive director of Air Traffic Control Association. 
it Mr. Wiuuiams. Do each of these gentlemen have a statement they 
would like to give? 

Mr. Broyum.. Yes. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement I would like to submit 
for the record. 

Mr. WiuuiaMs. How long is it? 

Mr. Broyuiuu. It is about four pages and I think I can touch on 
it in about 30 seconds, sir. 

Mr. Wituiams. All right, sir, the statement will be received in the 
record. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JoEL T. Broyaiuu (REPUBLICAN, VIRGINIA) IN BEHALF oF House 
Joint RESOLUTION 41 


Chantilly is a name that has its roots deep in the history and traditions of 
Virginia and of Fairfax County, as well as in those of France. The French 
Chantilly is a town 25 miles north-northeast of Paris, celebrated for its two 
splendid chateaux. Once the seat of the princes of Condé, Chantilly passed in 
1830 to the Duc d’Aumale, who presented it to the French Institute in 1886. 
It now houses a valuable library and a collection of works of art. 

The name “Chantilly” seems to have been introduced into Virginia by Richard 
Henry Lee. After having finished his studies at Wakefield, in Yorkshire, he 
spent a few months in travel and returned to Virginia, probably in 1752. In 
1757 he married Anne Aylett and about that time he established his residence 
at Chantilly, a plantation near Stratford, in Westmoreland County. c 

Cornelia Lee Turberville, the granddaughter of Richard Henry Lee, married 
Charles Calvert Stuart in 1814. They established the plantation called Chantilly 
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in Fairfax County about 1819. The first plantation house was burned during 
the Civil War. A second house built on the site also burned. The third residence 
on the Chantilly farm dates from the 1880's. 

Chantilly was the scene of a Civil War battle on September 1, 1862. After 
his defeat in the Second Battle of Manassas in August, Pope retreated across 
Bull Run with the remnant of his army and by morning was located behind the 
fieldworks of Centreville. ; ' ; 

General Stuart swung northward to the Little River Turnpike which led south- 
east to Fairfax Courthouse, 8 miles in the Union rear. Stonewall Jackson crossed 
Bull Run at Sudley Springs and followed Stuart, their object being to cup Pope’s 
line of communications. ; ; 

Early in the morning of September 1, a beautiful morning, Jackson moved 
forward along the Little River Turnpike, reaching Chantilly about noon. Owing, 
probably, to the weariness of his troops and a desire to have Longstreet, who was 
following him, within close supporting distance, Jackson’s three divisions pro- 
ceeded slowly. F 

General Pope, informed of Jackson’s flanking movement by some fortunate 
accident or by stragglers from the late battlefield, ordered McDowell to hasten to 
Fairfax Courthouse with his corps. On the way, McDowell met General Patrick’s 
brigade, which he posted along the pike near Germantown in time, in conjunction 
with some other troops, to receive and repulse Stuart’s cavalry. 

To secure time to get his army to the new position near Fairfax Courthouse, 
Pope, early in the afternoon, pulled the troops of Phil Kearny and Gen. I. I. 
Stevens out of their muddy camps and sent them slogging northward to intercept 
the Confederate column. They did so, late in the afternoon. 

The approach of Stevens having been noticed, Jackson hurried Branch’s and 
Brockenbrough’s brigades into position to strike him. Stevens formed his men 
for the attack with great rapidity. There beside the pike, a wild fight took place 
during a thunderstorm so violent that it drowned the roar of the cannon. When 
one of Jackson’s officers requested that his men be withdrawn because their am- 
munition was too wet to ignite, Jackson’s reply came back: ‘‘My compliments to 
ee and tell him the enemy’s ammunition is just as wet as his.” 
This spirit was matched on the Federal side by Kearny who dashed among his 
troops, his empty sleeve flapping as he rode with the reins clamped in his teeth in 
order to have his one arm free to gesture with his saber. He showed no more 
concern for bullets than he did for raindrops. He was rounding up a retreat of 
his men in the darkness when he chanced to come within the Confederate lines. 
Called on to surrender, he whirled his mount, sank his spurs into its sides, leaned 
forward with his arm around its neck, and tried to escape. A volley was fired at 
the fleeing general. Within 30 yards he rolled from his horse’s back, dead. 

Stevens, too, was killed. Having dismounted, the general had taken his post 
in the center of the charging column. They advanced steadily over the open ground 
until they were within 75 yards of the rail fence on the edge of the woods. There 
they were halted by a withering fire of musketry directed at them by Branch’s 
and Brockenbrough’s brigades from the cover of the fence. Seizing the flag, 
General Stevens ran to the front of the column. The wavering column moved 
on again and gained the edge of the woods, breaking Branch’s brigade and forcing 
back Brockenbrough. General Stevens lay dead upon the broken fence, the 
colors of his Highlanders still held firmly in his grasp. 

When the Union forces, disheartened by the loss of their leaders, fell back down 
the pike, Jackson did not pursue. Thus ended the Battle of Chantilly, a drama 
played amid blinding rain, with off-stage thunder, and flashes of lightning. The 
epilogue was supplied next morning by Lee, who sent Kearny’s body forward under 
a flag of truce, ‘thinking that the possession of his remains may be a consolation 
to his family.’ 

The new airport being constructed at Chantilly, Va., should be designated the 
“Chantilly International Airport.’”” The name “Chantilly”? is euphonious, dis- 
tinctive, and rich in historical associations. It provides a link between the present 
and the past, and connects the New World with the Old. It reminds us of our 
heritage of colonial days and of our struggle for independence, and offers a tribute 
to the gallant soldiers in blue and in gray. Such a name should be preserved. 


Mr. Witu1ams. You may proceed. 
Mr. Broyuity. Then, Mr. Chairman, I have some additional com- 
munications which I would also like to submit for the record in order 


to conserve time from interested departments and agencies and parties, 
Mr. Wiuutams. They will be received. 
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(The letters read as follows:) 
HERNDON-CHANTILLY TIMgs, 
Herndon, Va., June 29, 1959 
Hon. Joni T. BroyuI 1, , 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Broyui.u: I join the almost unanimous voices of western Fairfax 
in opposing renaming the local airport John Foster Dulles International Airport 

Reasons for this are several. First, I feel that an airport is an unfitting me- 
morial to the late Secretary of State; particularly an airport in Virginia. 

Secondly, Chantilly is a rather significant name in early Virginia history and 
consequently of some significance in national history. It is also a name of some 
local importance; a factor I think should be maintained by the airport. 

Third, Chantilly has an international flavor in that it is of French origin ang 
to this extent carries out the international aspect of the airport. 

I believe that Chantilly International Airport is not only a better name than 
Dulles International, but also a better name than Washington International 
Airport. With Washington National and Washington International being so 
close there is bound to be confusion between the two. 

Sincerely, 
Pat Mourpuey, Manager-Editor, 





[An editorial from the Fairfax County Sun Echo, Aug. 21, 1958] 
A Wortuy NAME 


You will note, on the map to your right, that the Civil Aeronautics Adminis. 
tration still calls the great new airport to be built at Chantilly, astride the 
Fairfax-Loudoun County line, ‘‘ Washington International Airport.” 

“Chantilly International Airport’? seems to us a much more appropriate, and 
less confusing name. The CAA intimates the airport will remain nameless, or 
designated vaguely, until Congress advises it of an official name. We hope the 
two Virginia Senators, and our Congressmen, will take the necessary legislative 
steps to designate this most modern and largest of the world’s airports by a 
name enriched by the proud history of Virginia, and distinctive enough to be 
unique. 

Why Chantilly? That is the name the airport land has had for 200 years— 
since the Lee family’s colonial seat included this territory. ‘‘Chantilly,” the Lee 
estate which gives its name to the area where the new international airport is 
being built, was the name of a home built by Mrs. Cornelia Lee Stuart, a grand- 
daughter of Richard Henry Lee of Revolutionary War fame. 

During the War Between the States, another distinguished member of the Lee 
family, Gen. Robert E. Lee, commander in chief of the Confederate Army, had 
his headquarters here during the important battle of Chantilly, in which two 
distinguished Union generals, Isaac Stevens and Philip Kearney were killed almost 
side by side. 

Beside these valid reasons of historic association, the fact is that there already 
exist a Washington National Airport in Arlington, and Washington-Virginia Air- 
port near Bailey’s Crossroads in Fairfax County. Pity the traveler in a hurry, 
who hails a cab in downtown Washington, and says he’s going to ‘‘ Washington 
Airport’”’—only to be asked if he means National, International, or Virginia. 

Chantilly International Airport of Washington, world’s largest airport, which 
the Fairfax County Chamber of Commerce rightly points out will be the show 
window and doorway to America for the world’s statesmen and many travelers 
from overseas, also would make the ideal site for the long-planned Air Museum, 

Congress has grounded plans for the museum, for lack of a suitable site in the 
District of Columbia. Where would it be more appropriate to display the tan- 
gible symbols of America’s tremendous progress in the air age? 

Where, too, would it be more convenient to locate the headquarters building 
for the Civil Aeronautics Administration? This wing of the Commerce Depart- 
ment is scheduled to have a new building of its own in the near future, and CAA 
officials already have shown interest in offices adjacent to the terminal buildings 
at Chantilly. Here, again, the Virginia delegation in Congress can help to guide 
events so that Chantilly’s name is synonymous with American aviation today and 
in years to come. 
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GraTEMENT RY RoosEVELT Der TATEVASION, EpiroR AND PUBLISHER, FAIRFAX 
County Sun Ecuo, Fauus Cuurcu, Va., RE Name or New FEDERAL AIRPORT 
UNDER CONSTRUCTION AT CHANTILLY, Va. (H. J. Res. 41) 


I respectfully and strongly urge that the new Federal airport now under con- 
struction at Chantilly, Va., be officially named “Chantilly I nternational Airport’’ 
for the following reasons: (1) Chantilly is an honored, historic Virginia name 
which has been in usage in Fairfax County for some 200 years, dating back to the 
colonial days of our great Commonwealth; (2) from a flight safety point of view, 
t is imperative that a name other than “Washington International Airport’”’ be 
used to eliminate confusion in the minds of airline pilots and millions of American 
and foreign passengers who will be using the new airport, since there already 
exist in northern Virginia a Washington National Airport and a Washington- 
Virginia Airport; (3) “Chantilly” is a distinctive, internationally recognized word 
that is easily translated and understood by the thousands of our foreign vi itors 
who will use the facilities of our great international airport at Chantilly, Va. 


FarrFAx County CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Fairfax, Va., August 25, 1958. 

Hon. Jorn T. BrRoyuHiL1, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Broyui.u: In the course of my contacts with Mr. H. H. 
Howell, the CAA Administrator for the Chantilly Airport, I raised the question 
of its name. He gave me to understand that while CAA was using the name 
“Washington International Airport’’ at present, they were not wedded to it and 
that in all probability the name would be decided by Congress. I believe that 
in the original appropriation Congress used the term “‘supplementary airport.’ 

The county chamber has taken no positive position on the matter but in con- 
versation with members I have received the impression that a distinctive name 
that would avoid confusion would be highly desirable. It appears that the use 
of the word ‘‘Washington,’’ while very appropriate in view of the primary pur- 
pose of the airport, would be very confusing as long as we have the established 
“Washington National Airport.” Visitors are likely to be badly confused between 
the ‘Washington National Airport’ and the ‘“‘ Washington International Airport.” 

The popular name has been Chantilly. This name has peculiar significance in 
this area. It was the name of Richard Henry Lee’s estate and became the name 
of the entire nearby area. The history of the Lee family has many references to 
Chantilly. The word hasapleasantsound. Itissimple. It is distinctive. The 
airport bids fair to become the best-known airport in the world and deserves a 
distinctive name that is steeped in American and Virginia tradition. It is as 
much associated with the Nation’s capital as are Mount Vernon and Arlington, 
names in which we take great pride. 

I would appreciate your reaction to the suggestion that a bill be introduced in 
both Chambers by the Virginia delegation to designate this facility ‘‘Chantilly 
International Airport.”” I would like to present your attitude in the matter to 


our board of directors together with any suggestions from you as to appropriate 
chamber action. 


Sincerely, 
R.LW. Grow, Executive Director. 





CHANTILLY VOLUNTEER Fire DEPARTMENT, 


Chantilly, Va., June 9, 1959. 
Senator CaPEHaRT, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dzar Str: We are writing this letter in protest to the proposed bill No. 2070, 
changing the name of the Chantilly Airport. We, the members of this Volunteer 
Fire Department, do feel that an injustice will be done the citizens of this com- 
munity, inasmuch as the majority did not favor the airport, knowing the hard- 
ships, noise, etc., that would come, as compared to much stronger opposition 
from other areas that were tentatively selected. Therefore, since we are preparing 
to live with this situation, we feel that the name should remain Chantilly. 

As this department’s members are composed of citizens of this community 
from all walks of life, who voluntarily render their services not only in firefighting 
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and rescue work but in many different ways, we do strongly urge your consider 
ation in this matter. P 

Also, if we were in your position we would not feel it just to sponsor a bill 
having effect in another State in which the ¢itizens do not desire, as well ag th 
Senators and Representatives. As you know, the name of Chantilly is of eines 
significance, as we know of no other towns in the country with this name, 

We trust that you will give us strong consideration in this matter, 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry G. Hacer, Sr., Presiden. 





CHANTILLY Lions Crvp, 
Chantilly, Va., June 9, 1959, 
Hon. A. Wriuis RoBErtson, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: We are writing this letter in protest to the bill No. 2070 introduceg 
by Senator Homer Capehart, of Indiana, which names the new jet airport at 
Chantilly, Va., the ‘‘John Foster Dulles International Airport.’ 

The Chantilly Lions Club, serving the greater part of this area, feels that any 
name other than the “Chantilly International Airport” would be a grave injustice 
to the citizens of this area. We wish to go on record in favor of the bill introduced 
in the U.S. House of Representatives by Congressman Joel Broyhill, naming the 
airport the ‘Chantilly International Airport.” 

Yours truly, 
Hayrwoop Lows, President, 


JUNE 30, 1959, 
Chantilly is a name associated with the War Between the States and represents 
historical associations and also the local color of the area where the new airport 
is being placed. In the interest of history, it is well to commemorate the area 
by naming the airport the “Chantilly Airport.” 
Also, it is only fair, from the viewpoint of the community, which otherwise will 
ultimately lose its identity, to perpetuate its name by giving it to the new airport. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the ‘‘Chantilly Airport,” which is 
good esthetically and historically, is the only name which should be given to the 
new airport. 
ANNE PornpEXTER Lewis. 





Arr Trarric ContTrout ASsociATION, 
Arlington, Va., January 14, 1959. 
Hon. Jozi, T. Broyuti, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN BroyruHILL: It is with considerable interest that I notice in 
the public press that you have introduced a bill to name the new Washington 
airport as the ‘Chantilly International Airport.”’ 

ince this association is especially concerned with the technical aspects of air 
traffic control, particularly as it relates to safety in aviation, we had occasion to 
write Mr. James T. Pyle, then Administrator of CAA, on December 3, 1958, 
expressing concern lest the Federal Government should happen to officially adopt 
the name ‘Washington International Airport.”’ It is our feeling that the words 
‘“‘Washington International’ and the words ‘“‘Washington National’’ have too 
much similarity and there is a possibility of confusion in radio communications. 
A copy of our December 3 letter, together with the reply from Mr. Pyle dated 
December 30, are enclosed for your information. 

In view of your proposed bill, we felt that this information might be helpful 
to you. 

Sincerely, 
Stan Setrzer, Executive Director. 
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DECEMBER 38, 1958. 
> 7 
_ James T. PYLE, ; cad ’ 
Wdministrator, Civil Aeronautics Administration, 
Washington, D.C. 
Dear Jim: A recent press release from the CAA has been brought to my 
attention in which reference is made to the ‘‘ Washington International Airport” 


hantilly, Va. ; i 
a ae of the similarity of sound between the words ‘‘ Washington Interna- 


tional” and the words ‘Washington National,” there is a possibility that a 
hazardous confusion could exist in radio communications with the respective 
control towers of these two airports. For this reason, members of our association 
are deeply concerned that CAA might choose to name the new airport ‘‘ Wash- 
ington International. : 
We urge that before CAA takes steps to adopt this name for the Chantilly 
Airport, that due consideration be given to the distinct possibility of confusion 
in radio contacts between pilots and controllers. High density area communica- 
tions are congested and come at a rapid-fire pace. We feel that in the interests 
of safety some name other than ' Washington International’’ should be adopted 
as the official name for the new airport. 
Sincerely yours, 
Stan SEttzER, Executive Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
CiviL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington, D.C., December 30, 1958. 
Mr. STaNLEY L. SELTZER, 
Executive Director, Air Traffic Control Association, 
Arlington, Va. 

Dear Stan: Thank you for your letter of December 3, regarding the naming of 
the airport now under construction near Chantilly, Va. 

For planning purposes only, we have designated the airport as the ‘““Washington 
International Airport.’’ This is not its official name and our air traffic control 
people have already called my attention to the need for a name that will prevent 
any conflict or any misunderstanding in radio communications. This is a matter 
that will be looked into with great detail before any name is adopted. 

Sincerely yours, 
(S) Jimmy, Administrator. 

Mr. Broyruiti. Mr. Chairman, the legislation is self-explanatory. 
It merely designates a second Washington National Airport being 
constructed at Chantilly as the Chantilly International Airport. 

In reference to the statement made by Mr. Pyle, I should like to 
call to the committee’s attention that the committee requested re- 

orts from the Bureau of the Budget, the FAA, and District of Co- 
umbia Commissioners on the 29th of January 1959, and then the 
committee followed that request up with additional letters written 
to these agencies on the 5th of May 1959.» So I feel that the agencies 
have had ample time to study this particular subject and report to 
the committee. Yet, on the other hand, I feel that this is a matter of 
policy for Congress to determine what the name of this airport 
should be. 

Our point is that there would be a great deal of confusion caused if 
we didn’t designate it as some other name than the Washington Inter- 
national Airport. I think that is the way the Federal Aviation Agency 
generally refers to that airport and in our previous legislation con- 
cerning the subject we referred to it as the Second Washington Na- 
tional Airport. 

Now the other witnesses here will testify on the importance for air 
traffic control to have a different name other than Washington Inter- 
national Airport. The present airport is named Washington National 











34 RELATING TO SECOND WASHINGTON AIRPORT 


Airport and the committee may find it desirable even to change the 
name of that. I think it is generally true throughout the country 
throughout the world, that these major airports at various cities have 
names other than the name of the city, although the location of the 
airport is always described in its name. 

The area of Chantilly does have historical significance. It ig g 
community now; it is a post office; it is an established area. But the 
name itself or the area has historical significance in that a battle jn 
the War Between the States was fought at that location. 

There is a little town by the name of Chantilly located about 29 
miles from Paris and that is where the name originated. The Lees 
had their original plantation down in Westmoreland County, named 
Chantilly, and the name was changed ultimately up here to Fairfax 
County. So for those reasons, Mr. Chairman, I feel that the name of 
Chantilly is an appropriate name. It is out there now; it is at Chan. 
tilly; it is popularly referred to as the Chantilly Airport now and prob- 
ably of most importance, is that it has to have a name other than 
Washington, in any event. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if you so desire, I would like to call upon 
Mr.—— 

Mr. Wiiurams. What is the urgency of naming the airport? 

Mr. BroyuiLu. I don’t believe there is any urgency or emergency, 
Mr. Chairman. a 

Mr. Witiiams. When is it expected to be completed? 

Mr. Broyuiu. The beginning of 1961—in a year and a half. It 
is just a question if it is going to be done, it should be designated 
so we would get in the habit of properly referring to it; that is all. 
We are referring to it as Chantilly now, Mr. Chairman, and it is 
becoming habit forming. If we are going to change it to something 
else, let’s do it in a hurry. 

Mr. Busu. Maybe if you let it alone, it will automatically be 
referred to as Chantilly. 

Mr. Broyuim. I noticed when we had hearings on access roads 
out there, the Federal Aviation Agency or CAA were the only peo- 
ple that kept insisting on calling it Washington International Air- 
port, and everybody else that testified referred to it as Chantilly 
International Airport, so we had a little conflict then. 

Mr. Witu1ams. Thank you. 

Mr. Smith. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT R. SMITH, HISTORIAN, U.S. ARMY 


Mr. Smira. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am Robert R. Smith. I won’t recount the fact that I am a mem- 
ber of a number of civic associations. I happen to live about 4 miles 
east of the airport. I am also, by profession, a historian for the 
U.S. Army. 

I didn’t come here to get into any historical argument. I want to 
tell Mr. Broyhill that I do support in general his bill for the naming 
of this airport Chantilly. I do not believe that the Congress of the 
United States should get itself involved in historical fallacies, and 


therefore I should like to change or suggest some changes in. the 
joint resolution. 
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In the third paragraph, which reads, ‘Whereas the site of the 
airport is rich in historical associations, and is well known by the 
name ‘Chantilly,’ which it has borne since the days of the Revolution, 
and,” that clause “which it has borne since the days of the Revolution, 
and” should be stricken as incorrect and the last paragraph, ‘‘Whereas 
the name ‘Chantilly International Airport’ is distinctive and _his- 
torically appropriate,” I would suggest striking out the word 
“historically.” ; ( 

As I say, I don’t want to get involved in any historical arguments 
here. Historians can argue points just as well as Congress, or just 
as long. As far as | know, the name “Chantilly” was not applied 
to any place out in this area until about 1820, which was considerably 
after the Revolution, and the Chantilly plantation, insofar as I know, 
did not involve any of the airport land. The Battle of Chantilly was 
not fought on the site of the airport, but it was 4 miles to the southeast, 
at a place now known as Pender. Therefore, whereas | am in favor 
of the Chantilly name, I don’t want the language to be historically 
inaccurate and I would recommend these changes I have suggested 
in the bill. 

Mr. Wititams. You feel that the name “Chantilly,” though, is 
quite appropriate for the airport? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes, sir; 1 do. It has been known as Chantilly—the 
area has been known as Chantilly, to my knowledge for a good 75 
years. a 

Actually, as late as the Civil War the present crossroads known as 
Chantilly was officially known as Saunders tollgate. There was a 
tollgate or tollhouse on the old Little River Turnpike between 
Alexandria and this location. 

Mr. Wititams. You say “Civil War.’’ You are referring to the 
war for the southern independence. 

Mr. Smirn. Yes. I find myself in a most embarrassing position 
on this subject, sir. I was born and brought up in New Jersey, but I 
have lived in the South since 1936. I can go either way, in other 
words. 

That is the extent of my statement. The committee is already in 
receipt of a letter from me dated January 20, 1959, on this subject. 

Thank you. I do support the name ‘Chantilly’? but not neces- 
sarily for the reasons stated, and I think that the language of the 
bill should be changed to be historically accurate. 

Mr. Wiuutams. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Broyumu. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to the proposed 
amendment to which Mr. Smith referred. 

I have Gen. Robert W. Grow, executive director of the Fairfax 
County Chamber of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF R. W. GROW, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, FAIRFAX 
COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Grow. Mr. Chairman, I am R. W. Grow, executive director of 
the Fairfax County Chamber of Commerce and speaking for the 
board of directors. 

You gentlemen are considering a name for the world’s No. 1 airport. 
I do not believe there can be any question as to the accuracy of that 
claim. While there may at some future time be larger or even more 
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efficient airports, the fact that this is the airport through which mij. 
lions of people from every corner of the earth will arrive and depart 
from the Nation’s Capital and that its name will be a household word 
in every language confirms its foremost position. 

The considerations which appear to dominate are: 

(1) A distinctive name which there can be no confusion as a result 
of duplication. This is of the highest importance as a safety factor 
but it is of no mean significance in the problem of a friend meeting 
friend or businessman meeting client. 

Parenthetically, assuming that your mother-in-law telegraphs in 
to meet me at the Washington Airport. May I ask where are you 
going to meet her? 

And from the air safety point of view, I am sure that the air traffic 
control would never consent to a duplication. 

(2) The name should be one that can be adapted to any language 
without fear of misunderstanding. In other words, it should be easy 
to pronounce and have a pleasant sound. 

(3) The name should perpetuate local tradition. 

Considering the names of other well-known airports throughout 
the world we see the application of these factors, some more success- 
fully than others. I name a few: Idlewild and LaGuardia in New 
York; Midway and O’Hara in Chicago; Burbank in Los Angeles; 
Friendship in Baltimore; Templehof in Berlin; Orley and Le Bourget 
in Paris; Vnukava in Moscow; et cetera. 

Our present Washington National Airport effectively precludes the 
use of the word ‘Washington.” Airway control could not accept 
two Washingtons, to say nothing of the confusion to travelers. Fora 
number of years before the present airport was decided upon, the name 
Burke was generally accepted when that locality was under con- 
sideration. When the controversy was settled in favor of the present 
site, the name Chantilly received prompt popular acceptance. The 
initial reaction was prompted, no doubt, from the geographical loca- 
tion, Chantilly post office being the nearest identifiable map location. 
The name Chantilly has, however, far greater significance. As we 
approach the centennial of the Civil War, we recall that a lively battle 
took place on the Chantilly plantation, with apologies to Mr. Smith 
here because actually it wasn’t on that plantation, but it was right 
adjacent to it, in which two Union general officers, Isaac Stevens and 
Philip Kearny were killed. Many years earlier Mrs. Cornelia Lee 
Stuart, granddaughter of Richard Henry Lee, had induced her 
husband to move to the beautiful plantation which she named 
Chantilly after her grandfather’s old family seat on the Potomac in 
Westmoreland County which had been destroyed by fire. The 
finest tradition of Virginia is perpetuated in this famous name. 

Chantilly is a euphemistic word—I am not sure whether that is 
good English, but I am sure you know what I mean—adaptable to 
any language. Easy to pronounce, it sounds good. It is unlikely 
to be mistaken for any other word. 

Chantilly meets all of the requirements referred to above. Further- 
more it is recommended by our senatorial and congressional delegation 
and has strong support from Loudon as well as Fairfax Counties in 
both of which it lies. I believe Mr. Broyhill has the correspondence 
to support that last statement. 
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The Fairfax County Chamber of Commerce urges your favorable 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 41. 

Mr. WituraMs. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. BroruiLy. Mr. Stanley Seltzer, director of Air Traffic Control 
Association. 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY L. SELTZER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF 
AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Settzer. My name is Stanley L. Seltzer. I am executive 
director of the Air Traffic Control Association, a professional society 
with more than 7,300 registered members, most of whom are actively 
engaged in the control of air traffic. , 

The association is most appreciative of the opportunity to appear 
before this subcommittee to submit its views with respect to the 
naming of the new airport now under construction at Chantilly, Va. 
Since this association represents the professional views of many 
thousands of air traffic controllers whose daily jobs entail responsibility 
for the safety of all types of aircraft—private, business, commercial, 
and military—we are genuinely concerned with any matter which 
might conceivably have an adverse effect upon air safety and thus the 
safety of the flying public. The number of aircraft operations which 
are being handled by air traffic controllers is growing larger each year. 
As an example, during calendar year 1958 the Washington Air Route 
Traffic Control Center at National Airport handled 470,000 IFR 
flight operations. Although not all these aircraft landed in the 
Washington area, it is significant to note that the control tower at 
Washington National Airport handled almost 220,000 flights to and 
from the Washington area during the same period. In the discharge 
of their responsibilities, air traffic controllers must rely upon radio 
communications with pilots for the exchange of vital control messages. 
As many as five individual contacts might be required to handle a 
single flight. Others might take fewer, but some could require more. 
A misunderstanding of the content of any of these messages, including 
the name of the airport, could possibly lead to a hazardous situation. 
Should the misunderstanding develop from confusion over the name 
of the new airport, it would be a regrettable thing. Elimination of 
this potential source of difficulty can be had by careful selection of a 
suitable name for the new airport. 

Since its opening in 1940, the airport serving the Nation’s Capital 
has been known as Washington National. In recent years there has 
been a trend among many cities to include in the name of their air- 
port the word “‘international.’”” Thus we now have such names as 
Los Angeles International, San Francisco International, New York 
International, and so on. It is only natural that the public would 
inadvertently come to think of the present airport in Washington as 
Washington International Airport. 

In addition, the all-too-similar sound of Washington International 
and Washington National presents a potential source for confusion or 
error, particularly in rapid-fire exchange of radio contacts so common 
to high density terminal areas. In our estimation, this in itself dic- 
tates against the use of Washington International as the name of the 
newest airport in the Capital area. 
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Last December we advised the Civil Aeronautics Administration of 
our concern in this matter. In response, Mr. James T. Pyle, then 
administrator of CAA, advised that Washington International was 
not the official name but was utilized only for planning purposes, Hp 
further advised that his air traffic control staff with the CAA had also 
recognized the need for a name for avoiding conflict or misunderstand. 
ing in radio communications. 

In consideration of the foregoing, we sincerely recommend to this 
subcommittee that action be initiated to select an appropriate name 
for the new airport at Chantilly, Va., which will not provide a potential 
source of difficulty to an already difficult job in air traffi¢ control, 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. WixuiaMs. Mr. Seltzer, I don’t believe that your organization 
recommends any specific name. 

Mr. Sevrzer. That is correct. 

Mr. Wiiurams. You don’t take a position with respect to the 
specific name of Chantilly, but you do suggest that the airport be 
given a name which would not result in confusion between the present 
Washington National and the proposed airport at Chantilly? 

Mr. Sevrzer. That is correct. We are concerned with the term 
“Washington International’? being a potential source of difficulty 
and we urge that careful selection of a name be given so that we do 
not have a source of difficulty in the future. 

Mr. Wiuurams. Do you feel the name ‘Chantilly’ would result 
in any confusion? 

Mr. Seirzer. No; I do not, sir. 

Mr. WruuiaMs. You neither advocate nor oppose the name ‘“Chan- 
tilly’’? 

Mr. Settzer. That is correct. We don’t feel that it is proper in 
our position. 

Mr. WituiaMs. All right, sir. 

Thank you very much. 

Any questions? 

Mr. Broyuiiu. That concludes my presentation on House Joint 
Resolution 41. 

Mr. WituraMs. If you would, Mr. Broyhill, you might proceed to 
explain H. R. 2467 to us. We have about 40 minutes left. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL—Resumed 


Mr. Broyuiu. In that regard, I would like to also submit a state- 
ment for the record. 
(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY Mr. BroyuiLut IN Support or H.R. 2467 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity 
of appearing before you today in support of my bill, H.R. 2467. Eriefly, the 
purpose of this bill is to provide a ‘relocation allowance”’ to reimburse the owners 
and tenants of land heretofore or hereafter acquired in connection with the airport 
at Chantilly, for expenses and other losses incurred by such persons in the process 
and as a direct result of moving themselves, their families, and possessions because 
of the acquisition of land by the Government to construct an airport. 

The Secretary of Commerce would be authorized, to the extent administratively 
determined to be fair and reasonable, under regulations prescribed by him, to 
reimburse the owners and tenants for moving costs and other losses. The total 
of such reimbursement would in no event exceed 25 percent of the fair value of 
such parcel of land as determined by the Secretary. Further, no payment would 
be made unless an application therefor, supported by an itemized statement of 
the expenses, losses, and damages so incurred, is submitted to the Secretary within 
1 year following the date of such acquisition. 
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I am sure that you are all aware that legislation permitting the Secretaries of 
the various armed services to provide for “relocation allowances”’ was passed and 
approved on September 28, 1951 (Public Law 155, 82d Cong.). The purpose of 
such legislation is, of course, to compensate in some small manner for the arbitrary 
disrupting of people from their homes against their will to make way for defense 
establishments, including airports. | 

In 1956 the Housing Act of 1949 was amended to provide for “relocation 
allowances” in slum clearance and urban renewal (42 U.S.C. 1456 f), 

It appears that it has always been the intent of the Congress, in stimulating 
and encouraging the urban renewal program, to mitigate the impact of the 
program on persons and businesses forced to relocate as a result of Federal-local 
urban renewal activities. , ; 

With such allowances permitted in the Department of Defense and in the 
slum clearance and urban renewal program it would seem only fair to extend 
it to those people who have been forced to move from their homes to make way 
for the Chantilly Airport. she 

It would appear pretty absurd for an individual, whose property was taken 
for an airfield by the Department of Defense, to be awarded ‘relocation allow- 
ances,” and then to deny another individual the same allowances because his 
land was taken by another department of the Government for use as a public 
airport. The ouster is as complete, as final, as irrevocable in the one case as 
in the other. 


Mr. Broyuity. Mr. Chairman, I have some correspondence on 
this bill which I submit for the record. 

Mr. WiiuraMs. Without objection, it will be received. 

(The material referred to follows:) 

JUNE 30, 1959. 
Hon. JoHN Bett WILLIAMS, 
Chairman, Transportation and Aeronautics Subcommittee, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Iam appearing on behalf of myself and other tenants and owners forcibly evicted 
from the site of the proposed Chantilly Airport by the Federal Government. After 
6 years of delay in deciding where to put the airport, the Government proposed 
that we move from our homes and land in 60 to 90 days. In most instances this 
period was extended through the intervention of Federal District Judge Albert 
Bryan. But the time was still very short, especially for those running a farm, to 
locate new property, sell cattle and machinery where necessary, or to move it to 
a suitable place if one could be found. 

The owners of the land in the airport were generally paid on a basis of farm 
values only, without allowance for higher values prevailing because of investment 
value or sunurban growth possiilities. When repurchasing land and homes, 
the same people were often forced to pay double and triple to secure similar 
property. 

Large numbers of the owners have had the additional expense of private ap- 
praisal experts and attorneys made necessary by the attempt to secure a more 
realistic reimbursement for their property. These appraisers and attorneys, we 
have found, are very well paid, as has been everyone connected with the airport 
except the landowners. 

The reason I am mentioning these expenses and costs is to let you know, you 
gentlemen of this committee, that the airport has teen only a financial burden 
to us, the residents. Many of the evicted people have taken part-time jobs and 
have exhausted their bank credit. 

To people in the circumstances that we find ourselves, any small help will be a 
lot. Because of the shortness of time between notice and the moving deadline, 
a great many of us suffered the loss of one vear’s crop. Others have | een forced 
to make two moves instead of one, the first being to temporary quarters. 

All of the things mentioned above have contributed to the hardship. We feel 
that a part of this hardship could he lifted from us if the Congress, on the recom- 
mendation of you gentlemen of this committee, would see it fair to compensate us 
for the moving expenses we have incurred at the instance of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Respectfully, 
HELEN H. Smita 
Mrs. Edward Smith. 
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STERLING, VA., June 29, 1959 
Hon. Joe, T. BroyuILt, ; 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Stir: We, officers and members of the Sterling Citizens Association wa 
to go on record as being in favor of H.R. 2467. Our association represents 64 
families, most of whom were affected directly or indirectly by being evicted from 
the Chantilly airport site. 

Inasmuch as other agencies of the U.S. Government have acts of Congress 
passed which allow compensations for forced moving, it would seem only con. 
sistent that persons involved in condemnation suits would have the same benefit 

We, therefore, urge everything possible to be done to make this bill a law | 

Very sincerely yours, ; 
STERLING CITIZENS Assoctatioy 
James L. Soutners, President, ’ 
Mary S. Kuartt, Vice President, 
James H. Swart, Vice President. 
AupbrREY H. Forrester, Treasurer, 
Aupa W. Popovicn, Secretary. 
Mary F. Swart, Board Member. 





GENTLEMEN: My purpose in being here today is to present a few facts and 
figures to the committee. 

It is a well-known fact that other Government agencies do make compensations 
for foreed moving. Why then, were we in the Chantilly area treated so ineop. 
sistently? We were treated very badly by the GSA office. Not only did they 
treat us unfairly and unjustly, but they promised to make it as hard as possible, 
That promise was the only one they faithfully kept. 

In my own case, we were forced, by court order, to move 33 days before we were 
paid 90 percent. We were supposed to have 30 days after we were paid 90 percent, 

Being forced to move ahead of the promised schedule made it necessary for us 
to board our three schoolchildren since our home was not finished We also had 
to rent pasture for our cattle since the Government surveyors tore down our 
fences and the totally unimproved land we bought at $600 an acre was unfenced, 
uncleared, uncultivated, and totally unsuitable for pasturing. 

The disconnecting and reconnecting of all utilities (electricity, phone. etc.) 
necessitated several extra expenses. 

Since the Government did not provide either means or methods for moving, it 
was necessary for us to move ourselves in our own small truck and car. This 
proved to be very laborious and time consuming and it was necessary for both of 
us to miss a great deal of time from our jobs, thus eliminating any family income 
for a considerable period of time. 

I could go on and on with injustices that were meted out to us by the GSA office. 

This airport that was dumped on us without our consent and that was totally 
lacking in fairness and “‘just compensation,’’ was the worst thing that has ever 
happened to our community. 

If it was merely an oversight in the confusion resulting from the decision to 
switch from Burke to Chantilly, now is a good opportunity to make amends, 


ALDA WATSON Popovicn. 
DonaLp D. Popovicn. 


JuNE 30, 1959. 
Under the law, when a landowner’s land is condemned, he is supposed to receive 
“just compensation,’’ or a fair value for his real property. However, there is no 
provision for the payment of moving expenses. Therefore, the private person, 
involuntarily and through no fault of his own, is compelled to subsidize the 
Government to the extent that he has to pay moving expenses. Accordingly, 
it is respectfully requested that Congress make provision to take care of this 
situation, and thus pass this bill to reimburse landowners in the Chantilly Airport 

area for the moving expenses they have incurred. 
ANNE PoInDEXTER LEWIS. 
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Hernpon, Va., June 27, 1959. 
Hon. OnEN Harris, a | ™ 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CuarrMAn: I ask your committee to give favorable consideration 
to Mr. Broyhill’s bill, H.R. 2467, to repay those people moved hastily off the 
Chantilly Airport. | | 

Some of these people were pushed out without being paid one penny and all of 
them with one exception, were forced to move in 30 days after the money was 
deposited with the court. 

Almost every other Government agency pays moving costs and when these 

ople are thus dispossessed they are entitled to moving costs. 

While I am a landowner on the airport, I did not have to move because I did 
not liveon my land. Thus this bill will not benefit me personally. I am familiar 
with the situation and am sure these people should be repaid. 

Please approve the bill as amended and let Congress vote on it. 

Thank you. 

Yours truly, 
R. E. WaGstTaFr. 


My name is Charles 8. Gilman and I am a councilman-elect for the town of 
Herndon. I am speaking for myself and for many people of the Herndon- 
Chantilly area in urging that the people forced to move from their homes by the 
march of progress should be allowed adequate compensation for the cost of 
moving. 

Many of the people who lived on the airport area were farmers, who have been 
forced to move their entire operations including expensive dairy barns; others 
are people of very moderate income who cannot find homes or farms at present 
prices which they can purchase with the price of real estate allowed them. 

Although I have no personal interest whatever in this matter, I feel that simple 
justice requires payment for the moving costs. 

CuHaRLEs 8S. GILMAN, 





[From the Herndon-Chantilly Times, April 23, 1959] 
Stitt Very Mucu UNSETTLED 


The suspense for former owners of over half the Chantilly Airport property 
may soon be ended. Hearings on the still disputed lands began before a three- 
man commission appointed by the Federal district court this week. 

_ Although cases have been docketed through October, and dates for many 
others have not yet been set, settlement on much of the property will probably 
be reached before they come to court. Excepting the cases heard this week, 
most of which were uncontested and involved small parcels of undeveloped 
property, the early decisions will serve as barometers. 

If settlements larger than the Government offered are awarded by the com- 
mission, in all likelihood the Government will then up its offer to prevent the 
other cases from going through legal channels. If the reverse is true, which we 
hope is not, then landowners will probably accept what has been offered, rather 
than face a losing battle. 

Many of these property owners have been displaced from their land and homes 
for nearly a year. Although the Government made 90 percent of its established 
value of the property available to the owners, in practically no case was this 
sufficient to buy comparable property elsewhere. Moving and relocation was 
an added heavy cost to displaced owners. 

One observer stated that it will be a logical followup when a small loan com- 
pany moves into the office recently vacated by the land-acquisition people. 

We hope that quick and just settlements will soon be made. 
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HERNDON-CHANTILLY Times. 
Herndon, Va., June 29, 1959 
aa , 1959, 
Hon. JozLt T. Broyuitt, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Broyui.u: In regard to relocation funds for people displaced by the 
Chantilly Airport, the Herndon-Chantilly Times and myself have both fejt for 
some time the at in many cases payment has been inadequate. I feel this is particu. 
larly true for farmers. It has been a good deal more costly for them to relocate 
than for individual homeowners. 

Very truly yours, 
Pat Murpuey, Manager-Editor. 

Mr. Broyuitu. Mr. Chairman, would you object to my doing the 
same thing on this legislation? Again my presentation will be ‘brief 
and I have three witnesses that will make brief statements: Mr. B, J. 
Vierling, Alexandria, Va., end Mrs. Edward Smith, of C hantilly, 
Va., and Mr. Robert H. McRae, of the Aircraft Supply Co. 

Mr. Chairman, very briefly here, the purpose of this legislation is to 
authorize, at the time the legislation was prepared, the Secretary of 
Commerce to reimburse the owners and tenants of land acquired for 
the Chantilly Airport for the moving expenses, which there was not 
and is not existing at the time legislative authorization to do so. 

Of course, as | sav, when the legislation was prepared it authorized 
the Secretary of Commerce to do it. Of course that is now under the 
jurisdiction of the Federal Aviation Agency. 

The ageacies have all submitted reports and without exception 
they disagree with the legislation as written, wanted a technical 
designation of the Secretary of Commerce; and, secondly, that it 
would be special legislation limited to the original owners of the 
Chantilly Airport, but all agencies without exception did propose an 
amentment to make it governmentwide, and therefore would support 
it if it were so amended. 

I should like to call to the chairman’s attention that there now 
exists or existing law provides such authority for the Department of 
Defense whenever they acquire land for the Air Force or what have 
you, and in 1958 we granted the same authority to the Secretary of 
the Interior and we have that authority in the urban renewal program, 
so a large portion of the Government agencies that do acquire land 
do have that authority and are required to reimburse their original 
owners for moving expenses. 

It is rather ironical to think one agency of the Government can go 
out and condemn the land for a public airport for the Nation’s ¢ ‘apital 
and not reimburse the owners for moving expenses, and if it were the 
Department of Defense acquiring it for a military airbase they would 
reiunburse the owners for moving expenses. 

We have a very serious problet m out there. Most of this land out 
there was farmland. The people were required to move at a most 
inconvenient time. This thing was Poh rather hastily when that 
site was selected in January of last y They immediately moved in 
and required the people to evacuate the I ind immediate lv. There was 
a great deal of inconvenience, as [ say, 2 great deal of cost because of 
crops being involved, movement of ‘cattle and farm equipment and 
mac hinery, and there has been a great deal of difficulty in arriving at 
an appraised value of the land. 

There is a great deal of inconsistencies in the appraisals out there. 
A large number of cases have had to go to court and the people out 


Se 


ther 


have 
the) 
out 
legis 
vari 
fair 
N 


a 


‘mig 


SCO] 
the 
wid 
whe 
was 
any 
like 
her 

7 
of | 
Col 
is 
De 
Age 
thi 
ac 
con 
Go 

q 

) 
Ib 
wh 
He 
ob 
at. 
to. 
car 

} 


me 
Fo 
the 
wo 
acr 
he 

nes 
his 


for 
In | 
of) 
ha’ 


un 
r 


Re 


159, 


VY the 
It for 
Ttieu- 
locate 


‘tor. 

” the 
brief 
B. J. 
tilly, 


is to 
ry of 
d for 
S not 


rized 
r the 


ption 
nical 
at it 
f the 
se ain 
pport 


now 
nt of 
have 
ry of 
ram, 

land 
ginal 


un go 
pital 
‘e the 
vould 


d out 
most 
that 

red in 

e was 
se of 

t and 

ng at 


there. 
e oul 


RELATING TO SECOND WASHINGTON AIRPORT 43 


there didn’t want to sell the land; they didn’t ask for the airport; they 


have accepted it, but they didn’t ask for it. They didn’t want it and 
they are certainly not profiting as a result of the airport being located 
out there, particularly the original landowners themselves, so this 
legislation as amended—or, rather, if amended—as proposed by the 
various agencies in the executive braneh, would be equitable and 
fair legislation for all concerned. 
5 . . . ° 
Now I am a little bit concerned, and, of course, this should, you 


might say, not be a concern of mine, but making this national in 
eS . 


scope might involve a committee jurisdictional problem here. I had 
the legislative counsel draft two amendments, one making this nation- 
wide insofar as the Federal Aviation Agency is concerned. That is 
what the Federal Aviation Agency suggested in their report, and that 
was confined certainly within the jurisdiction of this committee with 
any land condemned by the Federal Aviation Agency, and I would 
like to submit these proposed amendments to the committee counsel 
here. ; 

The other amendment consists of what was asked for by the Bureau 
of the Budget and the Department of Justice and Department of 
Commerce, Which makes it governmentwide regardless of what agency 
is involved, and it requires the repeal of the existing authority of the 
Department of the Interior and the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency and rewriting them in this law, this new law, and that was the 
thing that concerned me a little bit. I didn’t want to walk right into 
a committee jurisdictional dispute, but it just makes the legislation 
consistent for all people, regardless of what agency of our Federal 
Government is taking this homestead away from them. 

That is the sum and substance of the legislation, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. WiturAms. One or two practical questions with regard to this. 
I believe this is to take care of hypothetical situations such as the one 
which would arise where a businessman has his property condemned. 
He has a stock of goods in his place of business, and the goods, quite 
obviously, are not condemned. Then he must remove those goods 
at his own expense, without any payment, so that you consider that 
to be an extra burden on him, a burden that he should not have to 
carry. 

Mr. Broyui.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wituiams. Now with respect to that, how far is the Govern- 
ment obligated under vour bill to go in moving this stock of goods? 
For instance, if he decides to build a store across the road or across 
the street, where he is not in danger of having land condemned, there 
would be a relatively small expense in moving: the stock of goods 
across the road, or maybe a mile away. On the other hand, should 
he decide to just abandon his business over there and open up a busi- 
ness in Seattle, Wash., would the Government be compelled to move 
his stock of goods all the way to Seattle, Wash.? 

Mr. Broyui.u. The legislation is not intended to create a windfall 
for anyone here. There is a restriction in the original legislation and 
in the amendment that the moving expenses will not exceed 25 percent 
of what he receives for his land. - However, the Federal agency would 
have a great deal of flexibility in administration to make sure that no 
unreasonable requests were granted. 

There is a limitation, I believe, Mr. Chairman, in the Urban 
Renewal Act. 
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Mr. Wiuuiams. You say “‘to the extent its administrators determing | 


to be fair and reasonable” in your suggested amendment. 
Incidentally, let these amendments be included in the record at this 
point. 
(The amendments are as follows:) 


AMENDMENT TO H.R. 2467 ProposEep By Mr. Broyuity 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof the following. 
“That the head of each department, agency, and instrumentality Redes: 
. : Pp » ag Se . ty of the Federaj 
Government, is authorized, to the extent administratively determined to be fair 
and reasonable, under regulations prescribed by him, to reimburse the owners and 
tenants of land heretofore or hereafter acquired for the United States by such 
department, agency, or instrumentality, as the case may be, for expenses and 
other losses and damages incurred by such owners and tenants, res ectively, in 
the process and as a direct result of the moving of themselves and their families 
and possessions because of such acquisition of land. Such reimbursement shajj 
be in addition to, but not in duplication of, any payments in respect of such acqui- 
sition as may otherwise be authorized by law. The total of such reimbursemen: 
to the owners and tenants of any parcel of land shall in no event exceed 25 
centum of the fair value of such parcel of land as determined by the head of the 
department, agency, or instrumentality concerned. No payment in reimburse. 
ment shall be made unless application therefor, supported by an itemized stat. 
ment of the expenses, losses, and damages so incurred, shall have been submitted 
to the head of the department, agency, or instrumentality concerned within one 
year following the date of such acquisition or within one year following the date 
that the property is vacated by the applicant, whichever date is later, except that 
in the case of land acquired on or after July 1, 1958, and before the date of enact. 
ment of this Act the application for reimbursement may be made within one year 
following the date the property is vacated by the applicant, or within one year 
following the date of enactment of this Act, whichever date is later. The author. 
ity conferred by this subsection may be delegated by the head of the department 
agency, or instrumentality to such responsible officers or employees as he may 
determine. All functions performed under this section shall be exempt from the 
operation of the Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 1001-1011), except 
section 3 thereof (5 U.S.C. 1002). 
“Sec. 2. The following laws and parts of laws are hereby repealed: 

(1) Subsection (b) of section 401 of the Act entitled ‘‘ An Act to authorize 
certain construction at military and naval installations, and for other pur- 
poses’, approved July 14, 1952 (66 Stat. 606). 

(2) The Act entitled ‘‘An Act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to reimburse owners of lands acquired for developments under his jurisdie- 
tion for their moving expenses, and for other purposes”, approved May 29, 
1958 (72 Stat. 152). 

““(3) Section 106(f) of the Housing Act of 1949.” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to authorize the reimbursement of 
owners and tenants of land acquired by the United States for their moving 
expenses.”’ 


AMENDMENT TO'H.R. 2467 Proposep By Mr. BroyuHiLu 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“That the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency is authorized, to the 
extent administratively determined to be fair and reasonable, under regulations 
prescribed by him, to reimburse the owners and tenants of land heretofore or 
hereafter acquired for the United States by such Agency for expenses and other 
losses and damages incurred by such owners and tenants, respectively, in the 
process and as a direct result of the moving of themselves and their families and 
possessions because of such acquisition of land. Such reimbursement shall be in 
addition to, but not in duplication of, any payments in respect of such acquisition 
as may otherwise be authorized by law. The total of such reimbursement to the 
owners and tenants ot any parcel of land shall in no event exceed 25 per centum 
of the fair value of such parcel of land as determined by the Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Agency. No payment in reimbursement shall be made unles 
application therefor, supported by an itemized statement of the expenses, losses, 
and damages so incurred, shall have been submitted to the Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Agency within one year following the date of such acquisition 
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or within one year following the date that the property is vacated by the applicant, 
whichever date is later, except that in the case of Jand acquired on or after July 1, 
1958, and before the date of enactment of this Act the application for reimburse- 
ment may be made within one year following the date the property is vacated by 
the applicant, or within one year following the date of enactment of this Act, 
whichever date is later. The authority conferred by this subsection may be 
delegated by the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency to such responsible 
officers or employees as he may determine. All functions performed under this 
section shall be exempt from the operation of the Administrative Procedure Act 
(5 U.S.C. 1001-1011), except section 3 thereof (5 U.S.C. 1002).” 

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to authorize the reimbursement of owners 
and tenants of land acquired by the Federal Aviation Agency for their moving 


expenses.” 

Mr. Broyui.t. Incidentally the language is identical with existing 
statutes of other agencies. We feel they are certainly entitled to it, 
as others, because they were required to move with such unreasonably 
short notice. 

Mr. Wituiams. Can you give us any estimate of the cost of this 
legislation in the event it were confined to the Chantilly area? 

Mr. BroyuiLu. I do not have any estimate. 

Mr. Wituiams. Do you think it would be in the thousands or 
millions of dollars? 

Mr. Broyuitt. In the thousands, certainly, not in the millions. It 
would be a small amount, but a big amount to the small farmers who 
were inconvenienced. They didn’t have time to find another place to 
locate, particularly some of the farmers didn’t have time to find a 
practical place to move the livestock and farm equipment. 

Mr. WituraMs. I think all of us understand you run into problems 
in cases such as this. 

Mr. Broyuitt. I think the main point, Mr. Chairman, if it is fair 
for owners of land condemned by the Department of Defense and 
Department of Interior, why isn’t it fair for land condemned by any 
Federal agency for any purpose? Either repeal all of the others or 
include every agency. 

Mr. WixuraMs. I understand General Services Administration is 
here and will probably testify on this legislation and that they will be 
able to give us an estimate of cost. 

I believe you had concluded with your presentation. 

Mr. Broynitu. Yes, I have. I have these three witnesses and I 
hope they will make their statements within the time that the com- 
mittee has allotted here. 

Mr. B. J. Vierling of Alexandria, Va. 


STATEMENT OF BERNARD J. VIERLING, AIRCRAFT SUPPLY CO. 


Mr. Virrtinc. Mr. Chairman, my name is Bernard J. Vierling. 
I reside at 647 Oakland Terrace, Alexandria, Va., I am a partner in 
Aircraft Supply Co. and a farmowner. Aircraft Supply Co. offices are 
located in the Dupont Circle Building, Washington, D.C. 

In March 1952, Mrs. Vierling and I purchased 187 acres of land at 
Sterling, Va., which we named Red Door Farm. This property was 
purchased by us for the purpose of leasing the buildings and adjacent 
5 acres of land to Aircraft Supply for the storage of aircraft engines 
and engine parts. In September 1953, we began a registered Hereford 
cattle operation to fully utilize the balance of the property. These 
joint businesses were still in operation on the property until we were 
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forced by the U.S. Government to vacate the premises to make 
for the Chantilly International Jet Airport last vear. 

Approximately 5 years ago the U.S. Army had a survey made of the 
general area presently designated as the Chantilly Airport area fo 
the intended purpose of establishing a Nike missile launching site 
The Army determined that our property was ideally suited for this 
purpose and advised us of their intent to acquire part of our property 
for its use. The Army further advised us that, in taking over oy 
property, we would be paid all necessary moving costs in remoying 
ourselves from the property. Inasmuch as Red Door Farm had two 
combined activities which would require substantially greater moving 
costs than the ordinary farm, I requested that the Army real estat: 
people survey the property with me to ascertain the problem firsthand 
It was estimated at that time that the moving costs for removing the 
aircraft supply materials alone would involve over $10,000. In view 
of this situation, the Army real estate people set about locating another 
suitable site and, eventually, built the Nike installation for our area op 
Route 7, just south of Dranesville, Va. It was apparent in our dis. 
cussions with the Army, however, that at least that Department in the 
U.S. Government would pay landowners’ moving costs when property 
was condemned for the Government’s use. 

In January of 1958 we were notified that Red Door Farm was jy 
the area designated for the new Washington International Jet Airpor 
at Chantilly and that we would be required to remove ourselves from 
all unoccupied land by June 1, 1958, and from all occupied land by 
July 1,1958. These dates were subsequently set back by the Govern- 
ment, and as a matter of fact, the declaration of taking on our prop- 
erty was not received by us until October 1958. We began moving 
our tenants, equipment, cattle, hay, and supplies in June of 1958 and 
completed this move in October 1958. Our total cost for moving 
from this property was $10,351.06; $9,200 of this represents the 
moving costs of the Aircraft Supply Co. from the property and 
$1,151.06 represents the cost of moving our farm tenants, farm 
equipment, cattle and feed to our new location. 

If our property had been taken for public use by the U.S. Army, 
Navy, or Air Force, the respective Secretaries have been authorized 
by Public Law 534, 82d Congress, to reimburse us for our moving 
costs. 

The Secretary of the Interior of the United States was similarly 
authorized by Public Law 433, 85th Congress, to reimburse owners 
and tenants for their moving expenses when the Interior Department 
condemns property for public use. 

Unfortunately, for the former owners and tenants at the Chantilly 
Airport site, no such authorization has ever been given the Secretary 
of Commerce. If our former properties had been taken by the In- 
terior Department of the United States or any one of the above- 
mentioned military departments of the United States, we would 
have been paid our moving costs because Congress has so authorized 
these other departments of the Government. 

It seems only fair when the U.S. Government takes property for 
public use, causing the owners and tenants to move, the same kind 
of treatment and allowances should be provided, regardless of where 
the property may be located or what kind of Federal project may be 
involved. 
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Inasmuch as the Commerce Department of the U.S. Government 
has not reimbursed us our moving costs to date, | am. presently pay- 
ing interest at 6 percent on money which, in my opinion, should not 
he necessary if the Government of the United States had assumed its 
proper responsibilities in this matter. I would urgently request that 
HR. 2467, proposed by Congressman Broyhill, be favorably acted 
upon at the earliest possible date so that the former landowners in 
the Chantilly Airport area will not be further discriminated against. 

Mr. Wituiams. How far was it necessary to move your property? 

Mr. Viertinc. This property was moved approximately 45 miles. 
The principal costs involved, sir, | think will be better explained In 
Mr. McRae’s testimony, which has to do with the moving of Aircraft 
Supply Co. | jes idee 

Mr. Wiwuiams. I believe you are both interested in the Aircraft 
Supply Co.; is that right? 

Mr. Viertinc. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Winuiams. All right. 

Mr. Broraitu. Mrs. Edward Smith, of Chantilly, Va. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. EDWARD SMITH, CHANTILLY, VA. 


Mrs. Smiru. Mr. Chairman, I am Mrs. Edward Smith, one of the 
displaced landowners of Chantilly, Va., and I think I can only second 
what Mr. Broyhill has said in that our moving expenses were probably 
greater because we had to move quickly. Sometimes we had to move 
one place until our final destination was ready. And having lived o: 
a farm all my life, | know that when you farm over a period of yea: 
vou accumulate all sorts and kinds of machinery and junk and what 
not, all of which has to be moved and it involves quite a bit of effort. 

We have had a lot of expenses otherwise to do with the airport out 
there and certainly nobody out there has gotten rich off of it, and I 
think a lot of us are financially worse off. So any help that we could 
get from this bill for moving expenses would keep us that much further 
from the poorhouse. 

Mr. Wituiams. I believe vou said you lived on a farm and it was 
necessary to move your farm equipment and vour livestock. I pre- 
sume also your personal belongings, and so forth. 

Mrs. Smitx. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wititams. How large a farm did you operate there, Mrs. 
Smith? 

Mrs. SmitH. We had 170 acres. 

Mr. Wituiams. And approximately what was the cost of moving 
that? 

Mrs. Surru. I was afraid you were going to ask me that. I really 
and truly couldn’t tell you right off. 

Mr. Wriiuiams. Could you give us an estimate? 

Mrs. Smiru. Well, I would guess it would be a couple hundred 
dollars or so. 

Mr. Wituiams. Of course, that is a couple hundred dollars out of 
your pocket for something that you had no control over; isn’t that 
correct? 

Mrs. SmirH. Quite so, and something that we didn’t even wish for. 

Mr. Witutams. Do you know how many other families find them- 
selves in the same category? 
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Mrs. SmitH. You mean—— 

Mr. Witirams. How many other landowners and property OWners 
in that area would be affected by this legislation? ; 

Mrs. Suir. I don’t know. What was it? 


Mrs. ANNE PoINDEXTER Lewis. 350 families. | 


Mrs. Surru. It was quite a large amount. I might say that then 
is nobody any more interested in economy in Government than I gn 
but I believe charity begins at home and I think that this is—— ’ 

Mr. Wiiutams, I am afraid that you are away behind time. With 
this foreign aid program going on, it seems to begin elsewhere, 

Mrs. Smiru. I know. I would like to reverse the trend a little bit 

Mr. Wuutams. What is the largest single landowner expense jp. 
volved in this? Would it be this Aircraft Supply Co.? 

Mrs. Smiru. I would guess that it would be. Now I don’t know 
but that would be my guess. 

Mr. Witutams. Mr. Derounian? 

Mr. Derovunian. [ think that in all fairness, if this bill is passed 
we should also provide interest until the check is sent by the Gov. 
ernment. This provision will be fair and also make the Government 
dispose of the matter quickly. 


Mrs. Smiru. I might add here that some people have had to go | 
i 


out and borrow money in order to get reestablished. 

Mr. DerountAn. That is the reason I make my suggestion. 

Mrs. Smiru. So they are in debt from it. 

Mr. WituiamMs. Thank you. Any further questions? 

Mr. Bus. May I ask how far you had to move? 

Mrs. SmirH. We just moved about 4 or 5 miles. 

Mr. Buss. Would you say then that your expense involved in your 
movement was for machinery and cattle and personal effects, that it 
amounted to a hundred or a little more? 

Mrs. Smirn. That would be my rough guess, but I am not too good 
at figures and that sort of thing. I leave that to my husband. 

Mr. Busn. I would think it would be more, Mr. Chairman. That 
is the reason I ask. 

Mrs. Suiru. It might be. I don’t know. I really don’t know, but 
it wouldn’t be substantially more. It wouldn’t be in the thousands. 
That I am sure of. 

Mr. Busy. No. LTappreciate that. With heavy machinery, andso 
much of that is necessary to operate a farm today, and with the 
movement of cattle and the operation of trucks to move them, you 
just don’t get that done very cheaply. 

Mrs. Smitu. No, you sure don’t. 

Mr. Broynity. Mr. Chairman, to my knowledge the Aireraft 
Supply Co. is the only industry of any size that was involved. | 
could be mistaken. I know, as I stated before, that the vast majority 
of these are farms and small homesteaders. 

Now I have one more witness, Mr. Chairman. I have a little note 
here that he is Judge Smith’s constituent. Two-thirds of this land 
that was taken for Chantilly Airport was in Judge Smith’s district 
and one-third in mine. 

Mr. Wiutams. I would assume Judge Smith goes along with the 
witnesses. 

Mr. Broyuitu. Yes, he does. 
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Mr. WituraMs. I can recall, I might state here, either on or off the 
record, that several years ago the Government built a tremendous 
reservoir in northern Mississippi and in it required the movement of 
some several hundred people in town. The Government not only 
condemned that town, but they actually took it physically and 
moved it to another location and the town of Coldwater is now 
located on the edge of this lake. It was moved about 5 miles, com- 
pletely at Government expense. New homes were built for the _cit- 
izens in the town and they have an entirely new town today built 
entirely with Government funds. That was a water conservation 
project. 

Go ahead, Mr. McRae. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT H. McRAE, AIRCRAFT SUPPLY CO. 


Mr. McRar. My name is Robert H. McRae, 7059 Wyndale 
Street NW., Washington, D.C., and I am a partner in Aircraft Supply 
Co., Dupont Circle Building, Washington, D.C. I appreciate the 
opportunity of appearing before your subcommittee to comment on 
HR. 2467. 


Our firm is engaged in the sale and distribution of aircraft parts, 
engines, and equipment. In May 1952, we moved our warehouse 
operation from San Carlos, Calif., to Chantilly, Va. At that time we 
entered into a long-term lease for warehouse space and open ground 
in the amount of several acres and provided the operation with suitable 
equipment for processing aircraft engine parts which were recovered 
from disassembled aircraft engines. We set up a distribution point 
wherein we shelved materials, provided for preservation, boxing, and 
cartage of the parts to local transportation facilities. The Chantilly 
site was selected for several reasons. Among them was that we would 
not be limited by zoning codes for our type of operation. We would 
be able to hire seasonal labor, outside storage would be no problem for 
handling engines, scrap materials, or miscellaneous solvents, and a 
full-time guard would be on hand to protect the outside storage. 

Early in 1958 we were notified that our operation would have to be 
moved from the Chantilly site; however, the date was set back several 
times and it was not until June of 1958 that we actually started moving 
equipment and parts. The operation was completed on October 15, 
1958. The preparation for moving was the most expensive and time- 
consuming part of our relocation program. We found it necessary 
to preserve materials, rebox and stock on pallets preparatory to 
loading on trucks. Our parts and materials were laid out on the shelf 
so that they would be removed for ready access after sale. In view 
of the fact that aircraft parts are quite delicate and even small dents 
and damage are not tolerated; meticulous packaging was, therefore, 
required before movement via truck to a new location was possible to 
assure its arrival in perfect condition. Our costs for this complete 
operation amounted to approximately $9,200. Obviously our business 
activity suffered during this time but we have not included any 
business losses in the moving costs mentioned above. 

During the course of our move I consulted with my brother who is 
with the Corps of Engineers and inquired as to what the Department 
of Defense regulations provided for in the way of reimbursement for 
relocation costs. He cited for me Public Law 534 of the 82d Congress 
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that provided for reimbursing owners and tenants for moving families 
and possessions under condemnation proceedings. Further investigg. 
tion revealed that the Department of Interior had a similar statute 
on their books. It was discovered that no similar provision had eye 
been enacted for the Department of Commerce. Inquiries, however 
revealed that Congressman Broyhill introduced in the 85th Congres 
H.R. 12772 to provide for reimbursing owners and tenants for moving 
from the Chantilly site. This bill died in the committee. On Sep. 
tember 30, 1958, and again on January 12, 1959, I wrote a letter to 
the Honorable Howard W. Smith, in whose district our warehouse 
activity had been and still is located, and urged that he introduce g 
bill providing for an authorization identical to H.R. 12772. Tho 
Congressman replied to my letters and advised that he had consulted 
with Congressman Broyhill and that Congressman Broyhill had agreed 
to reintroduce his bill which became H.R. 2467. 

In view of the fact that a precedent has been set by the Congress jn 
providing laws granting the Departments of Defense and Interior the 
authority to reimburse owners and tenants for relocation costs pur- 
suant to condemnation, I hereby respectfully urge that H.R. 2467 be 
favorably endorsed by this subcommittee and the full committee and 
that this bill be enacted in this Congress. 

Mr. Broyuiti. That concludes our testimony, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wiiu1ams. Thank you, Mr. Broyhill. 

Any questions? 

Mr. JarMAN. [ have one question. Was H.R. 12772 referred to 
the Interstate Committee? 

Mr. McRae. Yes. 

Mr. JARMAN. Was any consideration given to the bill? 

Mr. McRar. No. The committee was just very busy, Mr. Jarman. 
They were kind enough to give us hearing on another similar matter 
last year on the Burke Airport problem, so I felt it wasn’t indifference 
on the part of the committee, but just a general problem the committee 
has in getting the legislation. 

Mr. JARMAN. It was not actually taken up? 

Mr. McRar. No. I don’t think the Department reports had time 
to be prepared? 

Mr. JARMAN. That is all. 

Mrs. TempLeMAN. May I ask one question, please? 

In view of the fact that the name Chantilly Airport is not chosen 
because of any historical significance, could the controversial state- 
ments regarding whether or not it is historical be stricken from the 
record as immaterial in view of the fact that I do have documentation 
contrary to what was said? 

Mr. Wiuutams. I think possibly the committee had better permit 
you, if you would like, to submit a statement to refute the allegations 
made. 

Mrs. TempLeMaANn. No, I don’t want to refute it or get into any 
arguments, but it is irrelevant and it seems unfortunate to document 
something that is controversial, but there is no point in going into tt. 

Mr. Wiuurams. I think that all of us can see that the area m 
general is known as the Chantilly area. Whether that dates back to 
1720 or 1760, I, frankly, hardly think it relevant to that extent, 0 
the extent of getting into an argument over whether or not it has 
been known as Chantilly since 1875 or 1820. 
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Mrs. TEMPLEMAN. It is to elimimate argument, but it seemed 
unfortunate to make a definite statement that it was not known as 
Chantilly prior to a given date, which is contrary to documentation. 

Mr. WituraMs. The committee will take those matters up at its 
executive session in discussion of the legislation. We thank you for 
vour contribution. eT | 
" Now, Mr. Pyle, representing the Federal Aviation Agency, with 
respect to the bill H.R. 2467. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES T. PYLE, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR 
OF THE FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY—Resumed 


Mr. Pyrite. H.R. 2467 would amend section 3 of the Second Wash- 
ington Airport Act, approved September 7, 1950, to reimburse the 
owners and tenants of land acquired for that airport site for their 
moving expenses. It authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to reim- 
burse these owners and tenants of land in Fairfax County, Va., for 
expenses and other losses and damages incurred in the process and as 
a direct result of moving themselves and their families and possessions 
because of Federal acquisition of their land. This reimbursement 
would be in addition to, but not in duplication of, payments in respect 
of such acquisition as may otherwise be authorized by law. However, 
the total of such reimbursement would in no event exceed 25 percent 
of the fair value of such parcels of land as determined by the 
Secretary. 

It should first be pointed out to the subcommittee that this pro- 
posal makes reference to the Secretary of Commerce. As you are 
aware, the authority of the Secretary of Commerce with respect to 
civil aviation has been transferred to the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Agency by the Federal Aviation Act of 1958. Therefore, 
the phrase “Secretary of Commerce” and the word “Secretary” 
should be eliminated from the bill, and the phrase ‘‘Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Agency” and the word ‘‘Administrator” should 
be substituted therefor. 

The Federal Aviation Agency opposes H.R. 2467 in its present 
form because it is in the nature of special legislation. This Agency 
believes that such authority, if granted, should be made on a govern- 
mentwide basis and not be limited to land acquisitions for a particular 
project by a particular agency. This Agency acquires land for pur- 
poses other than the second Washington airport. Therefore, to 
merely offer relief in a specific acquisition such as this airport tends 
to discriminate against owners and tenants of land acquired by us for 
other purposes. 

_ Imight add, Mr. Chairman, we buy land all over the United States, 
in considerable quantities, and I think this creates a real problem of 
discrimination. 

This Agency would favor the enactment of legislation authorizing 
uniform reimbursement to landowners and tenants on a government- 
wide basis. Such authority is now afforded to the Secretaries of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force by Public Law 534, 82d Congress (66 
Stat. 624), and to the Secretary of the Interior by Public Law 433, 
85th Congress (72 Stat. 152). It is felt that reimbursement in a par- 
ticular case should not depend upon the fact that a particular agency 
of the Government is dealing with an individual. Fairness to individ- 
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ual landowners requires that each receive similar treatment regardless 
of the agency with which he deals. ae 
I would like to add to this statement, Mr. Chairman, and 
that the committee take some positive action in this area for the 
adoption of either the alternative suggested by Mr. Broyhill in his 
amendment and that it be made retroactive to protect the interest 
of those who have already been subjected to considerable expense. 4 
was cited here this morning, as well as the other some 300 people 
involved and that the provision, in addition, that Mr. Derouniay 
mentioned, including interest payment be included. I think this js 


important, and it is only equity, and I don’t see why one agency of the | 


Government shouldn’t be operating on the same basis as the other 
We are all operating in the same general area. 


Mr. WiuiaMs. There seems to be a question as to whether this | 


committee would have jurisdiction over general legislation to ap. 
complish this purpose with respect to all of the agencies. Howeyor 
I am quite sure that the committee would have jurisdiction over the 
conferring of such authority or responsibility on the Administrator of 
the FAA. 

Have you seen the amendment that has been proposed by Mr. 
Broyhill? j 

Mr. Prue. I have not read it in detail, Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. WiuuiaMs. Just in a hurried reading of it, it appears that this | 


confers the same authority on the Federal Aviation Agency as has 
previously been conferred on the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and 
Air Force and the Secretary of the Interior. Assuming that that is 
the purpose of this amendment, what would be the position of the 
FAA with respect to that? 

Mr. Pye. Well, Mr. Chairman, I am afraid I am not too much 
help. I am not a lawyer. But I will say this, that this being a 


tentative amendment, I am heartily in favor of it and I would further | 
urge it be made in such a way that there is no question about retro- | 


active feature in order to protect those that already have been sub- 
jected to this expense. 

Mr. WiuuraMs. If it would not be placing an undue burden on you, 
I wonder if you would be willing to look over this amendment suggested 
by Mr. Broyhill and submit a statement to use as soon as practicable. 

Mr. Pyrite. We would do so. 

Mr. Witurams. Any questions? 

Mr. JarMAN. Mr. Pyle, you recommended the retroactive effect 
of such an amendment as to Chantilly. I assume you are recommend- 
ing, also, retroactive effect as to other purchases. The general amend- 
ment reimburses the owners and tenants of land heretofore or here- 
after acquired for the United States by such department, agency, or 
instrumentaility, as the case may be, for expenses, et cetera. I can 
see some ramifications if retroactive effect applies to all purchases 
that have been made of land, let’s say, by FAA, with no restriction 
on years. I can see the fairness of it, but I still visualize all of the 
ramifications that would face the Government. 

Mr. Pyuz. Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Jarman has a very good 
point, and I think we will have to speak to this in our comments that 
we will submit. I appreciate the point you make. 
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Mr. Jarman. If we don’t draw a line, those owners who were 
affected 10 or 15 or 20 years ago would have just as equitable a claim 
as the present people. Tae 

Mr. BOOTRILL. Mr. Chairman, would I be out of order if I com- 

n that? 
ee WiLLiANE. It is perfectly all right. Go ahead. 

Mr. Broyuitu. In the amendment—there are two amendments, 
Mr. Jarman. The one Mr. Pyle now has is to extend the authority 
to this Federal Aviation Agency-wide and that we put a restriction 
on land acquired after July 1, 1958, or 1 year after the legislation is 
enacted as that retroactive restriction. There is a date of July 1 to 
take care of the retroactive. Now the amendment you have would 
make it all governmentwide, including every agency of the Govern- 
ment and it does involve a lot of complications. That is the reason 
| hesitated to even submit that proposal. 

Mr. JARMAN. Your general amendment also sets the date of July 1, 

8? 
a Broynitu. That is correct. That would take care of the 
Chantilly people or any others in similar circumstances after that date. 

Mr. DerouniANn. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) att ene 

Mr. Witu1ams. This is most certainly meritorious legislation in 
purpose, at least, and I think we all agree in that. 

Mr. Pyle, we would be very happy to hear further from you, either 
in person or in the form of a memorandum, if you would be so kind 
as to submit it to the committee, with regard to suggestions concern- 
ing this legislation. 

Mr. Pyte. We will get it up as soon as we can. 

Mr. WituiAMs. Thank you, sir. 

(The following letter was later received :) 

FepPpRAL AVIATION AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., July 2, 1969. 
Hon. Jonn Bett WILuIAMs, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Witutams: This is in reply to your oral request of June 30, 1959, 
requesting the position of the Federal Aviation Agency with respect to two 
amendments proposed to H.R. 2467 by Mr. Brohyill. 

One of these amendments would specifically authorize the Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Agency to reimburse owners and tenants of land acquired by this 
Agency for expenses and other losses and damages incurred by such owners and 
tenants as a result of moving themselves, their families and other possessions 
because of such acquisition of land. This amendment would affect land acquired 
on or after July 1, 1958, and thus those owners and tenants who were dispossessed 
by virtue of acquisition of land in Fairfax County, Va., for the new international 

irport could be reimbursed. 
he other amendment generally authorizes the heads of each department, 
agency, and instrumentality of the Government to reimburse owners and tenants 
of land acquired for the United States for moving expenses incurred incident to 
ma acquisition. The effective date of this amendment would also be July 1, 


This Agency would favor the enactment of legislation containing general 
authority, such as that authorized in the amendment referred to in the foregoing 
paragraph. Such authority, if granted at all, should be made on a government- 
wide basis. This would afford fair treatment to landholders regardless of the 
agency with which they deal. The Federal Aviation Agency would, therefore, 
either favor the general amendment as proposed by Mr. Broyhill, or general 
legislation to accomplish the same effect, which is being prepared by the General 
Services Administration. As you will recall, a representative of the General 











54 RELATING TO SECOND WASHINGTON AIRPORT 


Services Administration called attention to the fact that such legi 
being prepared by them and would be submitted to the Congress wit 
period of time. 
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that it interposes no objection to th 
submission of this letter to your committee. 7 
Sincerely yours, 


slation Was 
hin & short 


Original signed by: ALAN L. Dray 
(Acting for E. R. Quesada, Administrator), 
. WituiaMs. I believe Mr. Bob Davis is here, too, on this legis. 
litsan Isn’t that right, Bob? 
We will hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT T. DAVIS, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVy 
DIVISION OF THE CONGRESSIONAL LIAISON OFFICE, GENERA} 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY FRANK 
THOMAS, CHIEF OF ACQUISITION BRANCH, REGION 8, GENERA] 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Davis. We had not been asked to appear here today to testify 
on this particular bill. We are here at the request of FAA to furnish 
information that the committee might be interested in pertaining to 
the acquisition of this property and I have with me Mr. Frank Thomas 
of our region 3 office and our Public Buildings Service. 

My name is Robert 'T. Davis, and I am Director of the Legislative 
Division of the Congressional Liaison Office of GSA. 

The General Services Administration is not concerned with this 
particular bill. We did acquire the property for the Government 
and we can furnish you with information as to the cost and give you 
a rough estimate as to what it might cost to pay the mov ing expenses. 

Mr. Wiurams. Do you have that information readily available? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, we do. 

Mr. Chairman, before we give you that information, I would like 
to make just one statement and that has to do with the matter of 
general legislation. 

Now it is my understanding that FAA, Commerce, and the Bureau 
of the Budget are advising this committee that they would favor 
the enactment of general legislation. Now in that respect, as you 
gentlemen know, the General Services Administration is one of the 
largest, if not the largest, buyers of real property in the Federal 
Government and we recognize the need of legislation and the problems 
involved here. Therefore, we prepared and submitted to the Bureau 
of the Budget a draft bill which would give us authority comparable 
to that which the Department of Defense, Interior now have. Very 
recently—within the last week—the Bureau of the Budget requested 
us to revise our draft bill to extend this authority to the heads of all 
agencies and departments of Government, and we are now in the 
process of revising that draft bill and hope within the next few days 
to transmit such a draft bill to the Congress for referral to the appro- 
priate committee for consideration. 

That is all I have to say on that. I will ask my colleague here if 
he will not answer your question with respect to the cost. 

Mr. THomas. Mr. Chairman, my name is Frank Thomas. I am 
Chief of the Acquisition Branch in region 3 of the General Services 
Administration. From April 1958, through December of last year, | 


——————————— 


Eee 


was 
of J 
] 
for 
dair 
thos 
O 
limi 
and 
mov 
two 
N 


wer 


land 
NV 
ious 
acq! 
now 
limi 
N 
T 
T 
whit 
(\ 
at 1 





OD Was 
& short 


L tO the 


y 
itor), 


5 legis. 


ATIVE 
VERAL 
RANK 
VERAL 


testify 
urnish 
Ing to 
homas 


slative 


h this 
iment 
re you 
enses, 


ble? 


id like 


ter of 


urea 
favor 
S you 
of the 
ederal 
blems 
ureal 
arable 
Very 
lested 
of all 
n the 
days 
/ppro- 


rere if 
1 am 


rvices 
ear, | 


RELATING TO SECOND WASHINGTON AIRPORT 55 


was appointed project manager for GSA in assisting the Department 
of Justice to acquire this land. . 

[have reviewed all of the records that we have on it and I find that 
for those properties where there were residences or farms or cattle. 
dairy operations, we have deposited in court around $3,700,000 for 
those properties. hr: Sa 

On the basis of the 25-percent limitation, that would make the legal 
limitation around $900,000, but on the basis of knowing the property 
and knowing the houses and a lot of cases how far people have had to 
move, I have come up with an estimate of between two hundred and 
two hundred and fifty thousand. 

Mr. WituramMs. That would, of course, be the cost of this bill if it 
were enacted in this particular form? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Witurams. That would be paid to some 300-odd landowners? 

Mr. Tuomas. No, sir; it would be about 135. 

Mr. Witt1ams. That would average approximately how much per 
landowner? 

Mr. Tuomas. I didn’t break it down that wavy because of the var- 
jous situations. For example, Mrs. Smith, who testified earlier, we 
acquired about a hundred acres from her and she had a relatively 
nominal amount of expenditures for moving as compared to the legal 
limitation, so | would have to examine each one individually. 

Mr. Wituiams. Thank you. Any questions, gentlemen? 

Thank you very much, sir. 

The committee will adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning, ai 
which time we have an executive session scheduled. 

(Whereupon, at 12:02 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Wednesday, July 1, 1959.) 


Xx 





